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Stag Nature Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. 
Shem in control of the Indo-European and Semtic linguistic stocks 
following Noah’s blessing of the “Yahweh Elohim of Shem.” 


“The certainty of a universal Deluge is of great consequence to be 
proved; as the history of the antediluvian world, and all the religious 
truths, with which it is attended, depend upon it. Not that the Mosaic 

history stands in need of any foreign evidence to an ingenuous and 
unprejudiced mind. But there are persons in the world, who with a 
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small share of reading and philosophy presume to arraign the divine 
Historian; and by a specious way of writing have had an undue 
influence upon others. This makes it necessary to accumulate these 
additional proofs: and I have accordingly taken these pains towards 
the recovery of lost evidence in favor of this great event: that from 
the universal assent of humankind the truth might be ascertained.” -- 
Jacob Bryant. 1776 
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The historical record of humankind in the third millennium before 
Christ bears the stamp of Noah's family and of the events and 
structures outlined in Genesis 9-11. The purpose of monogenetic 
study is to consolidate the Biblical explanation of human origins by 
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generating a historical science based on the family of Noah. The goal 
is to create a coherent Christian synthesis of the disjointed data of 
antiquarian study. This goal was pursued by a variety of authors 
between 1650 and 1820: Samuel Bochart, Paul Pezron, William 
Stukeley, Jacob Bryant, Sir William Jones, George Faber, and others. 

My logic resembles theirs. The difference between my work and 
theirs lies in the data furnished by archaeology since the discovery of 
the Sumerians around 1880. The challenge of my work is to combine 
their logic with the essential information unavailable to them. An 
obvious question is why this work has not been done by others. 

There are several answers. The most basic is that Biblical 
monogenesis has been unpopular in historical science since the 
1880's, largely through the influence of Darwinism. Another reason 
concerns the issue of eccentricity. Bryant, Pezron, and others were 
often perceived as eccentric. Biblical monogenesis tends to breed 
eccentricity because of its extraordinarily daring implications. For 
example, a self-evident feature of any monogenetic scheme is the role 
of incest, inasmuch as all males and females are members of the 
Same universal family; but incest is just one of a series of bizarre 
logical consequences of Biblical monogenesis. 7The most important 
of these concerns the degree and type of political authority to be 
found in Noah's postdiluvian family. The political factor distinguishes 
my viewpoint, first from the Darwinian anthropologists, but 
ultimately from the whole tenor of empirical scholarship in the 
modern democratic era. To the conservatives, Noah is the passive 
recipient of divine instruction and of a salvation experience but is not 
an agent of charismatic political power. In other words, Noah has 
been conceived as a pious but hapless old man in a bathrobe. 
Whether or not the gradualist approach to antiquity compromises 
with Darwinism, it strikes me as unworthy of a Bible, which stresses 
dispensational revolutions and displays of power. Noah survived the 
Flood in order to build a world; and worlds are not built without the 
intervention of great political and creative power. Noah's family were 
the human building blocks of the nations and were the most powerful 
ruling house in the history of humankind, prototypes of the Emperors 
of Agade and the Pharaohs of Egypt. In fact, this understates the 
case. 

Noah's family was a kind of solar nucleus to all the primary 
linguistic stocks of humankind. These stocks are to Noah what the 
twelve tribes of Israel were to Jacob, except that Noah's postdiluvian 
longevity of 350 years enabled him to witness their growth from 
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individual families to large tribes or nations, each capable of 
generating its own independent civilization. 

The Sumerian King list refers to the descent of "Namlugal" or 
"kingship" out of Heaven at the outset of the postdiluvian era. This 
document attests to the historical reality of the dispensation of 
human government. By defining the earliest origin of "kingship," one 
also defines the principle of charismatic despotism which will one day 
characterize the millennial reign of Jesus Christ, the "monos- 
despotes" of the Book of Jude. This phrase "monos -despotes" is 
especially significant for the apocalyptic link between Christ and the 
Noahic world. Aside from naming a divine despotism, it also 
highlights the monistic character of basic Christianity: the belief that 
all truth is summed in one person. Monism is the key attitude 
distinguishing Jacob Bryant or myself (Dr. John Pilkey) from the 
empirical scholars who have dominated historical science since the 
mid-nineteenth century. 

Now eccentric ideas are a dime a dozen. By "eccentric ideas" I 
mean facile speculative work lacking the refinement of approved 
methods of verification. Interpretive monism always means facility, 
the quick easy answer based on favorite doctrines. Empiricism 
implies solid scientific labor, even if that labor is "ever learning and 
never coming to a knowledge of the truth." We all admire hard work 
and tend to despise mere opinion. Respect for observational labor 
should not cloud the issue of when and how interpretations should be 
rendered. The descent of the nations from Noah is an interpretive 
crux intimately related to the evangelical Gospel. 

A creedal focal point of evangelicalism is the proposition of John 
3:16, that "God so loved the world." The word "world" in this verse 
has an equivocal value relative to the "love of the world" which is 
enmity with God (1 John 2:15). These two radically different uses of 
the word "world" depend precisely on the issue raised by 
monogenetic study. The evil "world" of 1 John is the Gentile scheme 
of things in its status quo, abstracted from Noah and from any 
knowledge of Noah. The "world" of John 3:16 is the whole body of 
humankind, descendants of the survivors of the Flood, persons who 
owe their very existence to the fact that Noah "found grace in the 
eyes of the Lord." 

To trace the nations concretely from Noah is to consolidate the 
usage of John 3:16 and to picture humankind as former recipients of 
salvation fit for the evangelical mystery of regeneration. Without 
completing this task we leave the "world" in the anonymous, profane 
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condition through which Satan controls the lives of lost souls. In the 
field of history, we concede the battle to the enemy. 

In the final analysis, the Genesis-10 study is an attempt to 
advance the cause of holiness at the expense of profanity by 
countering the view that the world of humankind is the anonymous 
result of natural causes. The goal of monogenetic study is to 
consolidate, in scientific terms, the Biblical view that this world owes 
its existence to the sacred history of Noah. My sense of authority to 
interpret what archaeologists observe is the immediate result of my 
sense of the authority of the Gospel to save souls. I would describe 
my work and any other persons’ work in this area, not as a strategy 
to win souls, but as a neglected dimension of evangelical Christian 
testimony. It is no coincidence that Bryant's work, as eccentric, (or 
unsuccessful) as it may appear, was highly prized by the definitive 
evangelical John Wesley. -- John D. Pilkey. 1982 


PREFACE 


The ideal goal of Genesis 10 study is to destroy secularism. 
Secularists believe that they possess a logically coherent worldview 
proving that the Bible cannot be comprehensively true concerning 
origins. They worked out this consensus in the 19th and 20th 
centuries through a constant pressure of rebellion vigilant to select 
and interpret data seemingly inconsistent with the Bible. Several key 
components go to make up their belief system: the traditional 
chronology of the Egyptian Old Kingdom, a critical use of “eponym 
ancestry,” anthropological and psychological assumptions about 
mythology and, in contrast, certain misconceptions among Biblicists 
such as the belief that linguistic and racial diversity did not exist 
prior to the Tower of Babel. 

At the root of modern secularism lies the 18th century trend 
known as the “Enlightenment.” This movement derived from the 
desire by Europeans to put an end to the religious strife of the 
previous two centuries. Thinkers in the 18th century searched for 
and found a common ground between Protestants and Catholics in a 
general avoidance of religious themes by a re-focus on natural 
philosophy or “science.” This re-focus gained rapid recognition 
through the practical benefits of scientific study. Theological insight 
began to appear abstract and impractical. Religious faith seemed to 
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have caused more harm than good. Even devoted Christians began to 
adopt an ideal of the Brotherhood of Man, at odds with religious 
sectarianism. 

The two dominant cultures that existed before and after 1740 
were adversarial in more ways than one. Theology was not the only 
issue. The earlier, Renaissance culture emphasized social, political, 
and intellectual eminence. After the time of Voltaire, the 
“enlightened” culture came to mean egalitarian democracy. Both 
sides in this conflict of values were ill-equipped to appreciate the 
biblical account of origins. The Renaissance culture was crippled by 
racism and contempt for the masses. The enlightened culture, as it 
developed in the 19th and 20th centuries, was prejudiced against the 
central element in postdiluvian times— kingship built from the 
monogenetic top down. When the crucial science of Sumerology 
came to light, the Sumerian assertion that “kingship descended from 
heaven after the Flood” could no longer be appreciated as a 
foundational truth. 

In their embittered rivalry the Renaissance and Enlightened 
viewpoints both crippled the modern capacity to appreciate biblical 
origins. Latter-day Renaissance types like L. A. Waddell in the 1920s 
understood that radical kingship held a key to origins but centered 
their concept of eminence in an anti-Semitic bias in favor of ancient 
Indo-Europeans. Waddell despised the Bible as a Semitic document. 
He found the Renaissance principle of eminence in a set of ancient, 
exclusively Indo-European rulers of universal, imperial scope. He 
could not imagine that the rulers he admired derived from a multi- 
racial and polyglot elite at the core of Noah’s expanding family. 
Neither he nor other secular scholars could reckon with the high 
longevities which made this elite a practical reality. Another type of 
Renaissance mindset, loyal to the Bible, reacted inappropriately 
toward Semitism in a way that failed to appreciate the Sumerians and 
other non-Semites. These Biblicists reacted to the opposite extreme 
and were offended to discover that neither the Sumerians nor 
Elamites— the latter assigned to Shem’s family in Genesis10:22— 
were Semitic speakers. They kept looking for Semites as though 
Noah himself were a Semite. 

Meanwhile the ardently democratic, mainstream culture 
processed antiquity in a plausible but equally false manner. On the 
Christian side, the central emphasis on the Brotherhood of Man 
seemed to make common cause with biblical monogenesis: the unity 
of human origins in Adam and Noah. This stress on radical unity 
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came to rest, however, in the mistaken assumption that humanity 
was united in race and language throughout history prior to the 
Tower of Babel event. As early as the Christian fifth century, St. 
Augustine laid a false foundation for the “enlightened” view with two 
mistaken beliefs about Genesis 10-11: (1) that humankind was strictly 
unified in race and language before Babel and (2) that the names in 
Genesis 10 refer to “races not men” so that these names, taken as 
persons, can only be viewed as eponymous ancestors without 
concrete historical reality. Augustine and other early Christians 
added the equally mistaken assumption that polytheism is the same 
thing as idolatry. They neglected the form of polytheism affirmed in 
Psalm 82. 

The secular worldview can be shattered at its foundation by a 
number of perceptions based on a harmony between the biblical 
account of origins and observed data: racial fixity of type; the module 
value of thirty-year periods in Genesis 11; the recognition that 
linguistic unity of language was the sin under judgment in the Tower 
of Babel event; a reinterpretation of eponym ancestry; evidence of 
both euhemerism (the equation of men and gods) and a theology of 
diversity of the names of God in the polytheism of the earliest 
nations; and the steady emphasis on kingship in the earliest records 
of Sumer, Egypt and India. 

An accurate understanding of biblical monogenesis must be built, 
not on generalities, but on specific identifications of ancient names 
with a core of elite human beings listed in the text of Genesis 10-11. 
The Table of Nations in Genesis 10 refers both to races and men 
according to a pattern of interlocking feudal relationships. A 
systematic study of these lists by means of comparison with selected 
historical and mythological names results in certain surprises. Twelve 
of the names refer to women: three scattered through the Mizraim 
clan, four at the close of the Canaanite clan and five at the end of the 
Joktanite clan. At the time of the Flood, the four female survivors 
gained high importance as genetic carriers of the Adamic heritage of 
four races. 

For thematic reasons the Bible practices tact by refusing to 
acknowledge these female identities. To do so would have meant 
dealing with racial diversity explicitly. The Bible diverts attention 
from race to realities that all men and women share in common. Race 
remains implicit and so does the female presence in Genesis 10. 
Compiled by Moses by the time of the Exodus, the Book of Genesis is 
in some ways an anti-Egyptian document. Hebrews of Moses’ time 
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were fully aware of the great goddesses of the Egyptian pantheon 
and preferred an account of origins purged of such persons. There 
was no room for a “goddess” in the Hebraic worldview. To have 
specified female members of the community of names in Genesis 10 
would have simultaneously promoted a distractive knowledge of 
racial diversity and brought to light the “Mahadevi tetrad” of the East 
Indians: the four female survivors of the Flood conceived as a four-in- 
one sect of women under the label “Mahadevi,” “Great Goddess.” 

Another peculiarity of Genesis 10 is that it combines a minority of 
physical paternities with a majority of feudal sonships by oaths of 
loyalty. The Japhethite section is typical. Only the first three names in 
10:2 refer to physical sons of Japheth. The fourth name refers to a 
grandson. The remaining three are vassals of Japheth recruited from 
the family of Shem. The three vassals of Gomer in 10:3 were all 
postdiluvian sons of Noah; and the four vassals of Javan in 10:4 
combined one son and three grandsons of Sidon, son of Canaan son 
of Ham. Although the text places emphasis on Noah’s three 
antediluvian sons, the full body of persons referred to throughout the 
text reveals an intertexture of genetic and political relationships. 

These conclusions have relatively little to do with biblical 
exegesis. The study recorded in this book lays hold of all relevant 
data from high antiquity under guidelines furnished by Genesis 10- 
11.When I name the patriarch Ashkenaz of Genesis 10:3, for example, 
I am simultaneously referring to Wakan-Tanka of the Dakotas, Skan 
of the Sioux, Kanati of the Iroquois, Yarlaganda of the Gutians and 
Yarilo of the Slavs. Each name in Genesis 10 draws to focus light 
gathered from the ends of the earth. 

This exercise in reconstructive history depends so heavily on 
hypotheses concerning the cross-cultural transmission of proper 
names that it is always subject to criticism by conventional 
skepticism based on academic linguistics. This sort of criticism is 
deeply entrenched in academia because it reflects the time, effort, 
and social prestige involved in the mastery of ancient languages. It 
reasons from fine nuances of phonetic habit and preference in 
specific languages as well as grammatical, syntactic, and idiomatic 
practices. Despite its usefulness in some cases, this critical method is 
fundamentally illogical in dealing with cross-cultural transmission of 
“foreign” names such as Persian “Ashkenaz” or “Arphaxad” in the 
Hebrew Bible. False assumptions are made about the closed 
character of linguistic cultures; and these in turn are based on 
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popular, nationalistic or “Nativist” views of human origins as opposed 
to the imperial-international view developed in this study. 

The replication pattern shown in Appendix V and VI furnishes 
positive proof of the validity of our method and basic premise. 
Thirteen contiguous tribes in Ptolemy’s chart of ancient Germany tell 
an unambiguous story. As named and located, they display an 
ancestral memorial of the early postdiluvian heartland from Lydia in 
the northwest to eastern Arabia in the southeast and including Akkad 
and Sumer. “Nativist” assumptions about the origin of such tribes are 
quite false. Humankind once belonged to a vast, worldwide empire 
shaped by an elite set of fifty-four persons whose lives extended over 
the second half of the third millennium BCE. “Nativism” is 
democratic sentiment misapplied to ancient history. The opposed 
term “Diffusionism” is inadequate to convey the precise and explicit 
nature of man’s imperial origin. - John Pilkey 


INTRODUCTION 


If you ever study ancient origins, you probably will wonder where 
the best place to start is located. There are two divisions of thought. 
One is the evolutionary theory where man evolved through a process 
of chemical changes from simple to the more complex forms, such as 
hominins (proto-human apes, chimps, baboons, etc.) and finally to 
modern humans. With this view, you will look about for human scraps 
in some remote prehistoric location in the jungles of Africa or 
elsewhere. The other group looks to a Divinity and supports a 
creation by divine power, and according to traditions, searches the 
peaks of mountains for the oldest relics of humanity. The groups 
favoring evolution prefer an ‘out of Africa’ origin to avoid biblical and 
other extra-biblical (traditional) views, and have some _ good 
arguments for South Africa as begin the location for man’s origin. 
This theory really advanced with modern interpretations of genetic 
DNA sampling of prehistoric human remains. This unfortunately 
presented the quandary of polygenetic and monogenetic controversy 
as to whether there was one ape, two, three, or four apes of different 
colors that spawned humankind. 

A third varied group contains a variety of theories for man 
originating out of other places such as Africa, northern Europe and 
East Asia, the latter suggesting an “out of Kashmir” view, as in the 
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double volume work of Godfrey Higgins (‘Anacalypsis’). Last, but not 
least, there is the Hebrew tradition as recorded in the Book of 
Genesis, where Mt. Ararat, in ancient Anatolia (Turkish ‘Anadolu’ or 
Asia Minor, the peninsula of land that today constitutes the Asian 
portion of Turkey) is the location. 

We might call these three the Leakey, Higgins, and Mosaic 
paradigms. In support of the first, Louis Seymour Bazet, a Kenyan 
paleoanthropologist and archaeologist, demonstrated that humans 
evolved in Africa, particularly through discoveries made at Olduvai 
Gorge in 1959. The discoveries continued until the museums were 
flooded with African hominin artifacts. The first ‘Paranthropus boisei’ 
was dug from a primate slaughterhouse, and was famously identified 
as ‘Zinjanthropus’ or ‘Zinj.’ This newfound ancestor of course hit the 
headlines with unprecedented interest. The importance of such a find 
did not stop with Melville Grosvenor, of the National Geographic 
Society, but expanded with a huge grant from the President! 

With the resulting appointment of local Kamba tribesmen 
workers, further discoveries continued - skull fragments of 
‘Telanthropus’ were exhumed. Next, Louis, his son Phillip and Ray 
Pickering discovered Olduvai Hominid No. 9, ‘Chilean Man,’ a fellow 
to ‘Paranthropus,’ and apparently, because of such a small cranium, a 
less intelligent contemporary, for Louis and Mary named him 
“Pinhead.” This primitive moron, subsequently identified as ‘Homo 
erectus,’ became the forerunner to modern Homo sapiens. Our 
African lineage continued with the finding of ‘Kenyapithecus wicken,’ 
which because of its magnitude, brought on camp celebration of 
cognac and milk; but the party did not stop here. Another found 
specimen less massive was a tooth and from the false assumption 
that the tooth was a female, Mary and Louis named it Cinderella or 
‘Cindy’ for short - better known as ‘Homo habilis.’ From that point, 
the museums flooded with prehistoric skeletal body parts, teeth, and 
jawbones. 

Unlike the Leakey view that man mysteriously bio-chemically 
morphed into existence from some lone location in South Africa, and 
from various obscure jawbones or teeth, the other theories begin 
with man surviving some form of global extinction. In these origin 
theories, primordial progenitors all seen to float upon varied 
descriptions of chaos within and upon assortments of crafts such as 
arks, boats, rafts, colossal lotus flowers, barges, logs, and in some 
cases cosmic eggs. In almost every case, they parallel the Genesis 
account with an initial apocalyptic event, a small group of survivors 
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and cowering within some form of protective floating safe-heaven. 
Nevertheless, though this may sound ridiculous to the Biblically 
illiterate, the fictionist, the anthropologist, and assorted secular 
scholiasts, we must choose this one, and we have no other choice but 
the other ridiculous hominin theory. The traditional one is preferable 
over the scientific, for the legend permeates every culture on the face 
of the planet! It appears that where ever there are large groups of 
humans there is this tradition of a flood. 

The Higgins camp starts with a variation on the Hebrew with the 
Hindu figure Manu climbing out of a large ship somewhere in Asia. 
Godfrey Higgins, in his 1836 ‘Anacalypsis: An Inquiry into the Origins 
of Languages, Nations and Religions,’ noted that the reference to 
Noah's ark landing in the mountains of Ararat in Armenia could 
mean, simply that it landed on ‘mount of Meru’ or ‘Menu.’ This he 
says is the origin of mount Baris and Armenia: that it is Ar or Er- 
Meni-ia, the country of mount Meru or Meni. He continues to show 
that mount Baris is the mount of Nau-Banda, from baris meaning in 
the Indian language any sort or boat or barge. Thus, Naubanda 
means “ship-cabled mount,” as the Manu account records in the flood 
of Noah, because to this mount by a cable, the Ark was attached. (1) 
In Hindu mythology, Satyavrata-manu or Manu-Satyavrata, was the 
king of Dravida before the great flood. Manu, when warned of the 
impending flood by the Matsya (fish) avatar of Vishnu, consequently 
builds a large craft and carries the Vedic scriptures, his family, and 
seven holy sages (Rishi) to safety. In this story of Manu and the seven 
Sages, we see the same biblical numerical octad. The myth repeats 
with variations in survivors, and boat design in other texts, including 
the Mahabharata and a few other Puranic histories. 

Still another view, one of less notoriety, is the Central African 
landing of the Ark, which fits nicely with the out of Africa genetic 
origins postulated by secularists. If it were not for Meru as the next 
greatest focal point, with Ararat being the first, it would be Mount 
Meni of the Lake Chad area. The African story claims Noah may have 
settled on Mount Meni, Africa’s fifth highest mountain, located in 
northern Tanzania. It stands at 15,000 feet and is 42 miles west- 
southwest of Mount Kilimanjaro, near the Kenyan border. Such high 
places were the shrine cities of great rulers in ancient Africa, where 
some rulers kept temple menageries full of animals typical of Noah’s 
Ark. 

Here we find further typology to the Biblical account, the territory 
of Bor-No which means “Land of Noah.” Another spelling, Bor-Nu 
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means “Land of Gold” probably because Proto-Saharan kings such a 
Noah had access to the mineral resources of the Upper Nile. The 
etymological connection between the spellings of Bor-Nu and that of 
the Egyptian god Nu, their version of Noah, makes for an excellent 
argument for the central African location of Noah’s Ark, where 
Ethiopia is the colonial predecessor to Mesopotamia. If not Tanzania, 
it is Tasmania. - Some theorists choose Tasmania as the location of 
the ancient Tower and City of Babel and a center of the ancient 
world, and that Ararat cartographically more likely fits with Mt Cook 
in New Zealand, if one cares to recollect the continents back into a 
“pangea.’ 
[http://alternativegenhist.blogspot.com/2015/07/tombs-of-noah-and-shem-in-tasmania.html] 

The traditions, customs, folklore, and rituals of ancient Africa and 
other nations are riddled with Noahic symbolism. Following the 
tradition of such mythographers as George Stanley Faber and Jacob 
Bryant, Harry Johnston (1858-1927), an agent of British colonial 
system in West Africa, wrote several books on the history and 
linguistics of Africa. He was the earliest to theorize Bornu as a 
version of Borno, and connected this to Noah of the Bible. The 
Nigerian philologist Modupe Oduyoye, also inspired by the same 
similes, refreshed the hypothetical Noah-Borno connection in his 
book, The Sons of Gods and the Daughters of Men, 1984, Orbis 
Books. (2) 


[(1) Higgins, Godfrey, Anacalypsis. Vol-1, p. 321; (2) See Alice C. _ Linsley, 
http://jandyongenesis.blogspot.com/2007/12/finding-noahs-ark-lets-look-in-right. html] 


Though the above critique is not quite fair in that there is a 
difference in the study of the origin of man and that of the nations 
they spawned, we must allow the comparison, as there is no other 
ontological position for the secularist. The only option, other than the 
traditional accounts, is the modern ‘space Alien colonization’ fantasy 
recently hatched by such polygenetic pseudo-cosmologists as 
Zecharia Sitchin, in “The 12" Planet”- and they surely will not allow 
themselves to swallow this fantasy. At least with the first of the above 
we have some paleontological evidence and a hypothetical chemical 
biological process, if one cares to believe, to suppose it authentic. 
This being the case for the above and to take a side ourselves (and 
we do have an alternative), we might choose between the later camps 
one that is equally satisfactory in attempting to explain the 
beginnings of human civilization. We may choose, within the above 
assortment the greater of them, the Hebrew, for it is the longer 
standing of the traditions and testified to in various ways by the 
majority of antiquarians and ancient nations. 
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The second most important consideration is verification and 
synthesis of the most data. The best argument wins by an internal 
harmony of the most data, as well as explaining that data in a 
consistent orderly fashion without unjustly excluding important 
information. Unfortunately, until the recent advancement in genetics, 
our national testimonies and archaeology were all we had available 
for ethnological studies. Until further synthesis, the divisions 
between and bias arguments of the above will continue. 

To begin a starting point as we all must do and until persuaded 
otherwise, we shall accept the validity of the older Biblical tradition 
and apply to it as much of the available data as possible. Traditions 
state that there was some catastrophe in the ancient past that left the 
world annihilated. Some will argue for a more uniform past, even 
though the geological column (if one cares to believe it), holds many 
cataclysms and extinctions, the last being the K-T or Cretaceous- 
Tertiary boundary disaster. The last knowable event of such 
magnitude ‘recorded’ was a great flood with only a few surviving - 
the Hebrew records eight persons surviving, while some others have 
more or less. Nevertheless, very few people survived and this small 
family is who restored the world we live in today! 

As to all theories available, no matter the details, our choice is 
limited to three categories: First, we might believe that there was no 
flood; second, that there was a local flood, and third, that if there was 
a flood, it was a global event. The extant of the flood is also of major 
concern as the evidence available supports both a superficial as well 
as an in-depth flood. To help decide, the first tends to disregard 
tradition and ancient testimony as well as geology. The second is 
equally polygenetic allowing for only a local inundation, with some 
suggesting it was the Black Sea overflowing, thus allowing a 
multitude of various peoples surviving, and in numerous places too. 
The third uniquely supports Biblical monogenesis by the testimony of 
tradition and with geology as supporting evidence. 

Starting with the last global extinction, the Biblical Flood, and 
determining the events that followed, we must analysis the Genesis 
chronology and any extra-biblical materials available, such as 
national king lists, mythologies, and other data sources. 


BEFORE THE FLOOD 
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As per the ancient Genesis narrative and its associated lore, it can be 
deduced that Noah had already lived a long and fruitful life of 600 
years before the deluge began, as mentioned in Genesis 7:6. After a 
year of tumultuous waters, the deluge finally receded. When the 
moon completes its cycle 12 times, it dances around the earth for a 
total of 354.36 days. As we delve into the depths of time, we discover 
a mystical chasm between the beginning and the end, spanning ten 
days. Our calculations reveal a wondrous revelation - a span of 
precisely 364.36 days, a symbol of the cyclical nature of the universe. 
This span embodies the cycle of the sun's journey around the earth, 
with a fleeting moment of transition as it completes its orbit and 
begins anew. [Ref. As the rains poured down and the world was 
consumed by the deluge, Noah and his family sought refuge in the 
vessel of salvation. For a span of time that seemed to stretch on 
endlessly, they remained within the confines of the ark, weathering 
the storm and waitingMark Howard's musings, a window into his 
soul. 


As the pages of Genesis unfold, we learn that Noah's life had already 
spanned five centuries when the universe blessed him with the 
arrival of his three sons - Shem, Ham, and Japheth. Like a precious 
relic from a bygone era, this pivotal juncture harkens back to a time 
long before the great flood. A century before the deluge, the 
descendants of Noah came into being, marked as the year 100 BF. 
The proclamation suggests that the eldest scion graced the world 
with his presence in that fateful annum, while his younger brethren 
followed suit in swift succession. 


The dawn of a new era draws near as the arrival of Arphaxad, 
offspring of Shem, approaches. In the wake of the deluge's aftermath, 
a significant occurrence transpired. It was a time when Shem, having 
lived a century, reached a pivotal moment in his journey. Thus, Shem 
emerged into the world 98 years before the deluge swept over the 
earth like a tidal wave of divine retribution. As the waters of time 
flow, it becomes clear that Shem cannot hold the title of the eldest 
among the three sons. For the seeds of life were sown by Noah and 
his wife two years before the birth of their three precious offspring. 
Like the sun and the moon, Ham and Japheth stand as the two pillars 
of the family, each representing a different aspect of life. One must 
be the firstborn, the leader of the pack, while the other follows in his 
footsteps, carving his own path. The balance of power between them 
is delicate, yet essential In the sacred text of Shem's lineage, the 
10th chapter and 21st verse speak of Japheth as the elder, a symbolic 
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nod to his seniority over his sibling counterparts, Shem and Japheth. 
The salty and savory essence of ham stands alone as the sole survivor 
in this culinary arena. Did the first ray of light emerge from the 
horizon before the two companions of darkness, or did it follow them 
after the 98th year of the era of Shem, before the great deluge? Had 
Ham been the firstborn, the ancient texts would have surely etched it 
in stone, like a deep-rooted tree that bears the mark of time. Alas, the 
truth is not as we hoped it to be. From the depths of time, Jasher 
reveals that the first light of Japheth shone before the dawn of Shem. 


As the floodwaters receded, the divine voice beckoned Noah to 
embark on a journey of procreation. Heeding the call, Noah entered 
into a sacred union and brought forth new life, a symbol of hope and 
renewal in a world once ravaged by chaos. Noah heeded the divine 
decree and selected Naamah, a woman of great age and lineage, born 
of Enoch's bloodline and having lived for 580 cycles around the sun. 
At the ripe age of 498, Noah united with his beloved Naamah in a 
timeless bond of love and commitment. From the depths of Naamah's 
being, a new life emerged into the world. She bestowed upon him the 
name Japheth, a moniker that would carry with it the weight of his 
destiny. In due time, a new life emerged from her womb, a precious 
gift bestowed upon him. And he bestowed upon this new life a name 
that held great significance - Shem, a symbol of strength and honor. 
Like a wise old tree that has stood the test of time, Noah had lived for 
502 years before the arrival of Shem, his son born from the depths of 
his love with Naamah. Behold, the ancient tome of Jasher doth bear 
witness to the veracity of this account, inscribed in the sacred verses 
of 5:14-18. 


SYNOPSIS: 


As the triumphant arrival of Noah's three sons graced the world, he 
stood tall at the ripe age of 500 years, marking the dawn of a new era 
- an epoch that would forever be known as 100 BF. Japheth stands as 
the firstborn amidst the trio of Shem and Japheth, a steadfast pillar of 
familial hierarchy. Like a seed that takes its time to sprout, Shem's 
existence was preceded by a two-year gestation period. Like a seed 
planted in the soil of time, Shem's life began to sprout 98 years 
before the dawn of the common era. Like the sun rising in the east, it 
is an immutable truth that Shem cannot hold the mantle of the eldest 
son. Shem stands as the venerable firstborn, with Ham following in 
his footsteps. The venerable Noah, who had lived for six centuries, 
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heralded the dawn of the deluge. The deluge that once ravaged the 
earth lasted for precisely 364.36 days, a period of time that 
symbolizes the tumultuous journey towards rebirth and renewal. 
From the depths of time, a new dawn emerged as Arphaxad, son of 
Shem, was brought forth into the world after a two-year period of 
anticipation. Shem has lived a century of life. 


How many moons shall pass before the vessel of salvation takes 
shape? 

How long must we toil to bring forth the vessel of salvation, the Ark? 
The elusive timeline of Noah's Ark's creation remains shrouded in 
mystery, yet we can venture to guess based on our own musings. 
These two paths are paved with the bricks of traditional economic 
dogma. The heart of the issue revolves around Noah's place in the 
social hierarchy. As Noah embarked on his mission to build the Ark, 
he was faced with a daunting challenge. With only his three sons and 
the four wives of the Ark by his side, he had to overcome the 
limitations of his meager resources. The journey was long and 
arduous, and the delays were significant. Yet, Noah remained 
steadfast in his resolve, driven by a deep sense of purpose. He knew 
that the Ark was not just a vessel, but a symbol of hope and salvation 
for all those who sought refuge from the storm. And so, he 
persevered, building the Ark brick by brick, plank by plank, until it 
stood tall and proud, a testament to his unwavering faith and 
determination. Perhaps the benevolent titan 'Og' lent a helping hand 
to him as well. 


The alternate possibility implies that Noah may have been a 
prosperous figure who faced animosity or mockery from his peers. 
Alas, his wealth had the power to quell any joyous outburst and 
replace it with the allure of a hefty paycheck. Noah's hands worked 
tirelessly, carving out a vessel that would weather the storm of the 
ages. He was mindful of the resources at his disposal, both the 
strength of his fellow man and the towering trees that would form the 
backbone of his creation. With each stroke of his hammer, he 
breathed life into the vessel that would carry the weight of the world. 
As we embark on this journey, let us first recognize the enigmatic 
figure of Noah - a man who weathered 500 years of existence. Yet, 
despite his resilience, he was not immune to the harshness of life, 
and often sought solace in the depths of a wine glass. Amidst the 
prickly thorns of life, he stood tall and resilient, chosen by the divine 
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to be the harbinger of a new beginning, tasked with the sacred duty 
of replenishing the earth. Divine wisdom shone through as God 
foresaw the trials that lay ahead. He bestowed upon us the timeless 
wisdom of Proverb 31:6-7, a beacon of hope for both postdiluvian and 
antidiluvian souls alike. For even Noah, who weathered the storm, 
was not immune to the weight of the world. And so, in His infinite 
grace, God granted us the gift of spirits to lift the spirits of those in 
need. Let the elixir of life flow into his cup, washing away the stains 
of destitution and erasing the memories of his afflictions. 


He may be seen as a weathered, spirited sage who embraced 
unconventional relationships and practices, which holds some truth. 
However, he stands apart from the rest of the ancient world as a 
beacon of genetic purity. Noah's quest for the preservation of life 
after the deluge led him to seek out four female specimens that met 
the genetic standards for the restoration of the diverse races. The 
swift establishment of vineyards and the production of wine post the 
Deluge, coupled with the ancestral tradition of Bacchanalian 
merrymaking and celebrations by Noah's progeny, stands as a 
testimony against him. 


As per the wise words of Dr. Pilkey, the enigmatic Bacchus was once 
recognized as the illustrious Togarmah in the realm of pagan folklore. 
As the ancient chronicles recount, there exists a tale of the Indian 
Bacchus as told by the pagan scribes. As the veil of time is lifted, it 
becomes apparent that the revered Bacchus of yore was, in all 
likelihood, none other than the illustrious Noah himself. As the apple 
doesn't fall far from the tree, Togarmah inherited it from his 
progenitor. 


Noah stands as the first dweller of the post-flood epoch, bearing the 
honor of being the most aged Dionysus. In the annals of history, 
Moses recounts the tale of Noah, who blazed a trail in the art of 
cultivating a vineyard and delving into the depths of intoxication. 
Behold, a nod to the ancient tome of Samuel Shuckford's "The Sacred 
and Profane History of the World Connected," where the secrets of 
the universe are inscribed within Book VI, page 292 (1728). 


Beyond the veil of Noah's physical limitations or gifts, lies a realm of 
his true potential - his prowess in crafting vessels and nurturing the 
vines. If we were to imagine Noah as a rugged nomad, draped in the 
hide of a majestic camel, the task of building such a monumental 
structure would require a great deal of time and effort. The dreamer, 
lost in their idealistic vision, may find themselves stranded without 
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aid for myriad reasons. The odds of those who lack financial 
resources to muster a sizable workforce to accomplish a task in a 
limited period are slim.Furthermore, the person labeled as 
"impoverished" and grappling with anxiety would encounter hurdles 
in acquiring the means to achieve their goal. Moreover, the audacity 
of the endeavor, considering the destitute and intoxicated condition 
of the person concerned, would undoubtedly erode any semblance of 
solemnity amidst even his closest confidants. Let us delve into the 
depths of theory number one, and explore its hidden meanings for 
the sake of intellectual discourse. 


Imagine Noah, a man of humble means, tasked with a monumental 
undertaking. With limited resources at his disposal, he embarked on 
a journey of endurance and perseverance. The constraints of his 
budget only served to extend the timeline of his mission, but he 
remained steadfast in his commitment to see it through. The passage 
of time demanded a substantial portion of its essence, perhaps a 
century and two decades, or a century, or even less. As per the 
beliefs of certain Biblicists, it is said that Noah dedicated a century of 
his life to the construction of the ark. Moreover, it's plausible that he 
crafted the ark single-handedly, perhaps with the support of his trio 
of sons. 


Furthermore, it is imperative that we ascertain the bare minimum of 
support necessary and handpick four individuals who are facing 
financial hardships but possess unbridled entry to every tree in the 
vicinity, operating under the premise that ancient notions of 
ownership hold no sway (as evidenced by the African Pygmies and 
agrarian tribal commons). If the winds of fortune were to blow in the 
direction of rising property values and soaring construction material 
costs, the completion of our project would be akin to a journey 
spanning 120 years, with the occasional ebb and flow of time. 


By delving into the mystical realm of numerology, one may uncover 
the secrets of the universe and unlock the enigma of Noah's Ark 
construction timeline. As per the ancient text of Genesis, Shem and 
Japheth were birthed from the same maternal source, bound by the 
unbreakable ties of blood and kinship. As the flood waters receded, 
Noah's heart opened to the possibility of new beginnings. He 
welcomed a new wife into his life, and together they brought forth a 
son named Ham, a symbol of the hope and promise of a world reborn. 
This new addition to the family came after the birth of Shem, a 
reminder that even in the midst of chaos and destruction, life 
continues to unfold in mysterious and wondrous ways. The enigmatic 
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lady in question was deemed as the partner of Noah, until the deluge 
descended upon the earth. As the pages of Genesis turn, a foreboding 
message emerges in the third verse of chapter six. A creeping sense 
of destruction looms, as if a dark cloud slowly descends upon the 
world. The very essence of life itself is limited, as the span of 
existence for those born before the deluge is restricted to a mere 120 
years. As per the available details, it seems that the Ark's creation 
was initiated a whopping 120 years before the deluge hit. 


Legend has it that the ark's construction spanned a century, a 
testament to Noah's unwavering faith and perseverance. This is 
derived from the sacred texts, where Noah's age in Genesis 5:23 and 
Genesis 7:6 is said to have been the measure of time it took to bring 
the vessel to life. Like a fleeting breeze, there are those who suggest 
a condensed span. Just as the unwavering mountains stand tall and 
firm, so does the righteous person's fear of God remain steadfast. 
Therefore, it would be imprudent to procrastinate in embarking on a 
mission to save a life. Just as the first rays of dawn signal the start of 
a new day, it's likely that Noah's reverence for the divine sparked his 
ambitious undertaking at the earliest opportunity. As we delve into 
the depths of understanding, we can surmise that the acquisition of 
this knowledge would take a century to fully absorb. By subtracting 
the century before the Great Deluge from the allotted 120 years, we 
are left with a precise moment - a mere two decades before the 
arrival of Japheth into this world. At the time of the great flood, Noah 
had lived through 480 cycles of the earth's journey around the sun. 
As we reflect on the tale of Noah and the great flood, let us not forget 
the three stalwart companions who stood by his side. For in times of 
great challenge, it is the strength of our allies that sustains us and 
carries us through the storm.As per the ancient text of Genesis, Shem 
and Japheth were brought forth from the same maternal source, 
bound by the unbreakable ties of kinship and blood. As the winds of 
change swept through Noah's life, he found himself drawn to a new 
love, a woman of fiery spirit and passion. Together, they welcomed a 
son into the world, a child of boldness and daring, who would come to 
be known as Ham. And so, the Red Matriarch took her place at 
Noah's side, a symbol of the vibrant energy that courses through all 
of creation. The lady who became Noah's partner was his steadfast 
companion until the deluge. Thus, it's plausible that Noah had a team 
of seven other souls to aid him in his divine mission. 480 possesses a 
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fascinating essence as it gracefully yields to the power of 120, like a 
river flowing effortlessly into the ocean. Behold, a symmetrical 
arrangement of four 120s, accompanied by a fifth 120 that represents 
the remaining years of Noah's life before the deluge, when he had 
reached the venerable age of 600 years. Noah's journey on this earth 
came to a close after 950 cycles around the sun, a symbolic number 
representing completion and fulfillment. This occurred 360 years 
after the great deluge, a period of time that represents a full circle, a 
return to the beginning. In the end, Noah was left with a sacred trio, 
a representation of the divine trinity that guides us all. This is akin to 
the seven cycles of life, each lasting 120 years. As we delve into the 
mysteries of time, it becomes clear that the divine architect has 
chosen a unique and intricate system to weave the fabric of our 
existence. The date of -120 BF (before flood) holds a_ special 
significance, as it reveals the intricate workings of God's sexagesimal 
(base 60) chronology. This intricate design is a testament to the 
divine wisdom that governs our world, and reminds us that there is 
always more to discover in the cosmic dance of time. 


The timeless principle persists through the ages, echoing in the 
remnants of civilizations that emerged after the deluge of 
destruction. Mesopotamia, Babylon, and Egypt stand as testaments to 
the enduring power of this principle. Perhaps Noah's unwavering 
faith and determination allowed him to build the ark in a fraction of 
the time allotted, like a seed that sprouts into a towering tree with 
unyielding strength and resilience. Divine providence allowed for a 
span of 120 years to complete the grand endeavor, unbound by the 
constraints of earthly timekeeping. 


Perhaps Noah's vineyard and wine sales were a representation of his 
abundance and prosperity, allowing him to manifest his aspirations 
within the allotted 120-year span. The reason behind this lies in the 
fact that the ancient world thirsted for his wares with an insatiable 
hunger, transforming them into extraordinary patrons. Drawing 
inspiration from the timeless principles of economics, where the 
value of labor and materials are carefully weighed against the 
revenue generated, it is plausible to imagine the construction of a 
vessel akin to Noah's Ark in a relatively short span of time, say four 
to five years. 


Johan Huibers, a visionary Dutch craftsman and believer in the power 

of creation, has brought to life a magnificent symbol of hope and 

salvation. His masterpiece is a true-to-life replica of the Ark, a vessel 

of epic proportions, teeming with life and wonder. From the graceful 
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giraffe to the mighty crocodile, every creature has been lovingly 
crafted to inspire awe and reverence. Johan's Ark is a testament to 
the enduring power of faith and the boundless potential of human 
ingenuity. The echoes of Evan Almighty, embodied by the talented 
Steve Carell, reverberate through my mind like a river flowing 
through a canyon. In the year of the dragon, a great endeavor was 
undertaken. Four cycles of the seasons passed, and with the aid of 
eight loyal companions and a wealth of resources, a magnificent 
creation was brought to life. And lo, in the year of the serpent, it was 
unveiled to the world, a testament to the power of determination and 
collaboration. (p)Ark is a collection of seven tales that embody the 
theoretical chambers of the Biblical archetype's innermost sanctum. 
The forest's bounty stands tall at 12,000 strong, a testament to the 
enduring power of nature. Its heartwood is a blend of American 
Cedar and Pine, a harmonious duo that echoes the ancient wisdom of 
the ark-builder himself. Behold, the ark's grandeur spans far and 
wide, measuring 119 majestic meters in length, 30 regal meters in 
width, and soaring 23 lofty meters in height. The grand edifice's birth 
came at a cost of 4 million euros, a sum that resonates with the 
celestial number 4, symbolizing stability and foundation. In the 
currency of the land of the free, it translates to $4,886,600.00, a 
figure that echoes with the power of 8, signifying prosperity and 
abundance.Behold the Ark Encounter, a wondrous theme park 
nestled in the heart of Grant County, Kentucky. Here, a magnificent 
and true-to-life representation of Noah's Ark stands tall and proud, 
beckoning visitors to marvel at its full-scale grandeur. Behold, the 
colossal structure stands tall and proud, stretching 510 feet in 
length, 85 feet in width, and 51 feet in height. Its grandiose 
dimensions are a testament to the magnitude of its purpose, a 
physical embodiment of the vision it represents. After much 
contemplation and strategic planning, the park showcasing a 
symbolic replica of the Ark was unveiled in 2016. Behold, a 
magnificent vessel of grandeur and wonder rests upon an island in 
the mystical land of Hong Kong. A full-sized Ark, a symbol of hope 
and salvation, awaits to be discovered by those who seek its secrets. 


Behold the majestic vessel known as Noah's Ark, a symbol of hope 
and salvation amidst the tumultuous waves of life 


The luminescence within the walls. 
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As the Ark sailed through the tumultuous waters, amidst the diverse 
flora and fauna that thrived within, there arose a curious query 
among the passengers - what of the illumination that would guide 
them through the darkness? Noah was a man of means, with eyes 
that saw beyond the surface. As Noah embarked on his journey to 
preserve life amidst the great flood, he faced the daunting task of 
safeguarding his vessel from the treacherous waters and the fiery 
hazards of whale-oil lamps. Perhaps, in his quest for innovation, he 
could have sought out advanced forms of illumination, such as the 
mystical antediluvian light-bulbs, to ensure the safety of his precious 
cargo. 


As I was wandering through the vast expanse of knowledge, I 
stumbled upon a precious morsel that could potentially unlock the 
enigma at hand. The Ark's inner workings remain shrouded in 
mystery, save for the fact that it was a sealed vessel with minimal 
light. Noah's wealth was as vast as the ocean, with riches that flowed 
like a river. The Antediluvians were not mere cave-dwellers draped in 
woolen hides. Their minds shone like a constellation of stars, 
radiating intelligence and brilliance. Perhaps Cain was a master of 
the forge, wielding the power of fire to transform raw materials into 
shining works of art. His expertise may have paved the way for 
innovations that mirrored our modern marvels, yet fell short of the 
digital realm. The essence of Christ's message, "As it was in the days 
of Noah," is deeply rooted in symbolism. It speaks to a time long 
gone, perhaps the era of the 19th century or even the mid 20th 
century, before the advent of the computer and the onset of biblical 
illiteracy. The words evoke a sense of nostalgia for a simpler time, 
when humanity was more connected to nature and the divine. It isa 
call to return to our roots and rediscover the timeless wisdom that 
has been passed down through the ages. 


Thus, let us delve into the depths of the past and explore the essence 
of existence during that era. As we delve deeper into the latter part, 
it becomes clear that it prophesies, "similarly, it shall come to pass in 
the final days." Undoubtedly, we are living in an age where 
technology has reached unprecedented heights, wouldn't you agree? 
Let us ponder upon the possibility that the people of Noah's era were 
endowed with knowledge beyond the rudimentary Stone Age tools, 
lest we question the truthfulness of Christ's words. Imagine if Noah's 
Ark was a beacon of light amidst the darkness of the flood. The 
animals could have basked in the warm glow of electrical lighting, a 
symbol of hope and safety in the midst of chaos. 
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To ponder upon the sophisticated technology of ancient times can be 
a mind-boggling experience for those who envision Noah as a wise 
sage draped in a cloak of wisdom. The perception of history as a 
primitive era can be shattered by the realization of the advanced 
knowledge and innovation that existed in the past. The ancient 
Babylonians and Egyptians harnessed the power of electric batteries, 
imbuing them with a mystic energy that served diverse purposes. In 
ancient times, the Babylonians harnessed the power of these 
shimmering metals to imbue their creations with a radiant glow. 
Meanwhile, the Egyptians utilized their luminosity to illuminate the 
grandeur of their towering structures, sparing them from the 
darkening effects of soot. 


The wise Rabbis of old hold a sacred knowledge passed down 
through generations, long before the birth of the electric light, 
concerning Noah's ingenious way of brightening the inner sanctum of 
the Ark. Behold the mystical gem known as "The Illuminating Jewel of 
Noah's Vessel," as elucidated by the wise Shaul Yosef Leiter. The 
ancient text of Torah speaks of Noah's ark, a vessel of salvation, 
which was adorned with a solitary window at its zenith, as recounted 
in the book of Genesis 6:16. In this verse, the Hebrew term for 
window is "tzohar," which evokes the radiance of a luminous object. 
The Ark's inner illumination has sparked a myriad of interpretations 
and perspectives. As opinions diverge, some see it as a portal to the 
heavens, while others perceive it as a precious jewel that radiates 
luminescence. 


The heart of the matter lies in the enigmatic power of a solitary 
window or mystical gem to cast a luminous glow upon every nook and 
cranny of the Ark, even the private chambers of the diverse animal 
kingdom. Moreover, every level possessed a unique identity, much 
like the three grand and roomy Arks of our time. I wager a fortune 
that these theme parks employ veiled light bulbs within the synthetic 
oil lamps! The majestic creatures of the ocean are granted a reprieve, 
as the laws of the land forbid the harvesting of their precious oil. 


In the midst of tempestuous weather, the Sun and Moon's luminosity 
dwindled to a mere whisper, barely illuminating the world around 
them. Noah's attempt to harness the power of mirrors as light relays 
was akin to a futile search for a glimmer of hope in the midst of 
darkness. Alas, the redundancy of his efforts was apparent, for he 
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could have easily resorted to the conventional means of purchasing 
batteries and bulbs. The absence of light, however, remained a stark 
reminder of the challenges that lay ahead. In the void of sunlight, he 
sought out vessels of radiance and other luminous artifacts, 
perchance even the glowing filaments of electric bulbs. The birth of 
light bulbs is a dance of elements. A skilled glass-blower breathes life 
into the bulb, shaping it with fire and air. Then, the bulb is filled with 
the elusive mercury, which brings the void to life. A mystical filament 
substance is imbued, and an ancient Babylonian energy source is 
harnessed to spark the flow of power - behold, the citrus elixirs and 
mineral salts serve as catalysts for the alchemical reaction.At last, 
the circuit is brought to life with the touch of hand-crafted copper 
wire, weaving together a tapestry of illumination. Imagine a world 
where the energy that powers our homes and cities is generated by 
the tireless movement of majestic beasts, their strength harnessed in 
great treadmills. The very essence of life itself, transformed into a 
source of power that illuminates our world and drives our progress 
forward. The ancient wisdom of Neolithic cultures reveals the 
mastery of potters in the art of crafting ceramics, capable of 
harnessing the power of insulation. Furthermore, it is crystal clear 
that the rubber trees possess the perfect potential to act as 
guardians of the sea vessels, shielding them from the harsh waves, 
and as protectors of the electric wires, safeguarding them from the 
currents of electricity. Furthermore, this doesn't demand a 
prodigious intellect to grasp. Have you ever heard the tale of how the 
Central Americans were the true pioneers of the telephone, long 
before the likes of Bell, Meucci, Reis and Amos Dolbear? Deep within 
the mystical ruins of Chan Chan, Peru, a wondrous artifact was 
unearthed - a telephone of ancient origins, dating back 1,200 years. 
This remarkable invention, a testament to the ingenuity of our 
ancestors, has been preserved through the ages, waiting to be 
discovered by those who seek to unravel the secrets of the past. The 
fragile messenger of sound stands as a testament to the dawn of 
telephonic innovation in the Western Hemisphere. A whimsical 
creation, perhaps a token of affection, fashioned from two gourd tops 
that serve as ear-cups, delicately tethered together by a slender cord. 
It bears the hallmarks of a prototype, a nascent idea yet to be fully 
realized. 


Behold, a relic of the past that speaks volumes about the ingenuity of 
our ancestors. A device crafted by the 


28 


In the times of yore, a mystical stone known as Pyrophilus was said to 
possess the power to illuminate the darkness with its radiant glow. 
This belief was held dear by many during the ancient and medieval 
eras. Legend has it that this stone was once a pure crystal, capable of 
radiating a brilliant glow only by enduring the fiery trials of intense 
heat. Like a flickering flame in the dark, the tsohar in the ark has 
puzzled the rabbis for ages. Hugh Nibley reveals that the Midrash 
Rabbah hints at their confusion, suggesting that their varying 
perspectives on the light signify a deeper ignorance of its essence. 
The insightful interpretation of Akiba ben Kahmana alludes to the 
possibility that the term may symbolize a portal to the heavens, a 
gateway to the divine light above. As per Levi's account, the object 
under scrutiny was a precious jewel, gleaming with the radiance of a 
thousand suns. R. Phineas proclaims that Noah traversed through a 
year without relying on the luminous guidance of the sun or the 
moon. With a touch of ingenuity, he adorned the vessel's canopy with 
a precious gem, elevating its elegance and allure. 


There exist enigmatic traditions that allude to a luminous filament, 
aglow through intense heat (fueled by a source of energy). The 
widespread propagation of these traditions hints at their profound 
antiquity. Behold the radiant jewel, whose brilliance transcends all 
boundaries and shines with unparalleled splendor in every corner of 
the world. Legend has it that Alexander the Great once held a 
precious bulb, a symbol of his power and conquests. However, fate 
had other plans and the bulb slipped from his grasp, plunging into 
the depths of the mighty Euphrates River. This occurrence echoes the 
sorrowful tale of the fabled Plant of Life's demise, as recounted in the 
ancient Gilgamesh Epic. The verdant flora was once under the care of 
Utnapishtim, the legendary Babylonian figure who weathered the 
great flood, akin to Noah of the Bible. Only through Utnapishtim's 
guidance was Gilgamesh able to obtain this precious botanical 
treasure. Behold! Lucian beheld the enchanting light stone in all its 
glory, casting a radiant glow upon the inner sanctum of a time- 
honored shrine nestled in the heart of Aphek, Syria. This sacred site, 
steeped in the lore of Noah and his epic tale of the deluge, was 
brought to life through the mystical powers of the stone, illuminating 
the space with a divine brilliance that spoke to the very essence of 
the ancient traditions and rituals that were once practiced there. The 
timeless tale of Pyrophilus, shrouded in mystery and wonder, 
transcends all boundaries of geography and culture, harkening back 
to the days of Noah and his fabled ark. 
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From the depths of the literary archives, buried beneath the weight 
of time and history, emerges a tome of great wisdom and insight. 
Within its pages lies the collected works of Hugh Nibley, a treasure 
trove of knowledge and understanding. In Volume 5, Part 3, Chapter 
3, on Page 366, lies a passage that speaks to the very essence of the 
human experience. It is a beacon of light in the darkness, 


[(1)http://www.chabad.org/kabbalah/article_cdo/aid/576058/jewish/ 
The-Shining-Stone-of-Noahs-Ark.htm] 


Emerging from the deluge, the world was reborn. The waters 
receded, revealing a new landscape, cleansed and renewed. The sun 


Let us hasten our descent towards the earth's embrace. As the beasts 
bid their farewell and only a handful of survivors remained, the 
passage of time needed for the vineyard to flourish shall remain 
unspoken. Let us delve into the depths of Noah's intoxicated state 
and the curious occurrence involving the tent. Let us embark on a 
journey through time, tracing the path of events that unfolded before 
and after the great deluge. Our focus shall be on the first vintner, his 
verdant vineyard, the nectarous wine it produced, and the act of 
savoring this divine elixir. Let us first put ourselves in Noah's shoes, 
and then envision ourselves in his vessel, surrounded by a myriad of 
fragrant creatures to tend to. Furthermore, we shall intertwine the 
tendrils of the vine, as a symbol of growth and prosperity, to pave the 
way for the flourishing of our vineyard in the years to come. 


Drawing from modern insights into human nature and the prophetic 
words of Christ, it seems that the present age may bear a striking 
resemblance to the days of Noah. As we delve into the depths of 
Matthew 24:37-39, we come to realize that the essence of humanity 
and the marvels of technology have stood the test of time. In this day 
and age, the consumption of alcohol has reached unprecedented 
levels, with a significant rise in the number of individuals struggling 
with alcohol addiction and excessive drinking habits. The unyielding 
essence of human nature has led to the unbroken cycle of alluring 
vices. Amidst the turbulence of life, individuals often resort to the 
phrase "Bottoms up!" as a symbolic gesture to lift their spirits and 
find solace in the act of drinking. Behold, in this era, we witness a 
reflection of the Days of Noah. A time where humanity is consumed 
by the pursuit of pleasure, reveling in festivities, and the union of 
souls. Yet, in this pursuit, we have become gluttonous consumers, 
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exploiting the bounties of our planet without regard for our fellow 
beings. 

The vices of our society have ascended to unprecedented heights, 
with the consumption of alcohol, drugs, sex, tobacco, and 
entertainment soaring to new heights. Like a blooming flower in the 
springtime, the emergence of this trend is often seen during periods 
of economic abundance. It's as if the sweet nectar of prosperity fuels 
the promotion of these vices, causing them to flourish and spread like 
wildfire. Like a resilient flower that blooms in the midst of a storm, it 
thrives in moments of hardship. Like Noah's experience during the 
great flood, the intensity of this phenomenon seemed to rise and 
swell before my very eyes, as if the very forces of nature were 
conspiring to unleash their full power upon the world. 


If we were to delve into the ancient times of Noah's era and envision 
the thirst for libations, we could imagine a staggering 187.37 million 
kiloliters of beer being consumed annually. This amount is equivalent 
to a whopping 31.68 billion 750ml bottles or roughly 23.8 billion 
litres of wine, and 27 billion litres of spirits. It's a testament to the 
insatiable desire for indulgence that has transcended time and 
continues to flow through our veins. Let us imbue a touch of 
clandestine indulgence, adding a mystical 30% of libations that 
remain uncharted due to their surreptitious nature. 


[https://askwonder.com/q/how-much-alcohol-is-consumed-each-night- 
worldwide-57e084f68c90ca27007e7b4e] 


Noah's essence was akin to ours, with a shared spectrum of 
emotions, beliefs, and apprehensions. His political acumen shone 
through as he espoused the virtues of "theocratic capitalism", a 
system that embodies the principles of divine guidance and economic 
prosperity. In contrast, he denounced the antiquated and ruinous 
practices of Babylonian and Judaistic usury, which have long plagued 
the world. He danced with the world of commerce, and embraced the 
divine nectar of the fermented Sacrament. His existence spanned 
beyond the limits of our mortal understanding, yet he remained 
tethered to the lineage of Adam, a symbol of humanity's enduring 
roots. If he were to return to our world, he would find solace in the 
fact that his wine is now a coveted elixir, sought after by many who 
seek to indulge in its rich and complex flavors. The once sparse 
attendance at religious ceremonies has been replaced by a fervent 
devotion to the pleasures of the senses, and his wine has become a 
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symbol of this new era of hedonism. With this, we shall effortlessly 
forge a bond with him. 


Legend has it that Noah's vineyard was abundant and fruitful, 
perhaps too much so, as it may have played a role in his struggle with 
the intoxicating effects of his own creation. If you seek the wisdom of 
a seasoned vineyard keeper, inquire about their ritualistic indulgence 
in the nectar of the gods. As the journey unfolds, dare to ask if they 
possess the strength to refrain completely. The prospect of a 
collective cessation seems remote, even if a handful of baptists were 
to acquiesce. The nectar of the gods, wine, brings forth an 
unparalleled delight to the senses. 


The intoxicating elixirs of wine, beer, and liquor have infiltrated our 
daily rituals, as the fabric of our societal norms begins to fray. Alas, 
those who hold steadfast to their noble principles must abstain from 
indulging in the elixirs of the forbidden fruit. The divine warns us of 
dire consequences and the wrath that may befall us for recklessly 
indulging in the elixir, without heeding its boundaries. “Unfortunate 
are those who wake up early in the morning with the intention of 
indulging in alcohol, and continue until night, until they are 
consumed by the effects of wine.” (Isa. 5:11) And, “Woe unto [them 
that are] mighty to drink wine, and men of strength to mingle strong 
drink” (Isa 5:22); Plus,“The righteous shall not drink wine with a 
song; strong drink shall be bitter to them that drink it” (Isa 24:9); 
Additionall, “But they also have erred through wine, and through 
strong drink are out of the way; the priest and the prophet have 
erred through strong drink, they are swallowed up of wine, they are 
out of the way through strong drink; they err in vision, they stumble 
[in] judgment” (Isa 28:7); More: “Wine [is] a mocker, strong drink [is] 
raging: and whosoever is deceived thereby is not wise” (Prov 20:1); 
So, “Do not drink wine nor strong drink, thou, nor thy sons with thee, 
when ye go into the tabernacle of the congregation, lest ye die: [it 
shall be] a statute for the ages throughout your generations” (Lv 
10:9); Consequently, “For he shall be great in the sight of the Lord, 
and shall drink neither wine nor strong drink; and he shall be filled 
with the Holy Ghost, even from his mother's womb” (Lk 1:15), but 
excluding, Proverbs 31:6-7 “Give strong drink unto him that is ready 
to perish [or watch everyone else perish], And wine unto those that 
be of heavy hearts. Let the elixir of life flow, washing away the stains 
of destitution and erasing the memories of agony from his mind. 

Amidst the tumultuous tides of dwindling profits and surging 
sentiments, we can seek refuge in the divine benevolence of the 
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Almighty, as reflected in the exquisite craft of vinification. Like a 
warm embrace from a wise elder, it offers solace to the weary, the 
virtuous, and the burdened. As the ancient Proverb 31:6 suggests, 
the divine allows the offering of potent libations to soothe the aches 
of the elderly, just as the gift of spirits was bestowed upon Noah in 
the aftermath of the great deluge. The enigma of whether Noah 
indulged in the elixir of the gods to the extent of losing his senses 
before the deluge remains a topic of discussion. The truth remains 
elusive, like a butterfly fluttering just out of reach. The veil of 
uncertainty shrouds our understanding of whether the ancient laws 
of Moses and other Old Testament interdictions were binding upon 
the antediluvian beings. 


Legend has it that he quenched his thirst with his first libation after 
the flood. Whispers abound of his unending thirst for the grape's 
nectar, perhaps a legacy passed down from his forefathers’ bountiful 
vineyard. Who, in the prime of their youth, could resist the allure of a 
bountiful legacy, coupled with a grandiose chalice? Perhaps, the man 
in question chose to offer the purest of spirits to those who were lost 
in their vices, while keeping the unfermented nectar for himself and 
his kin, who were already walking on the path of righteousness. 
Perhaps, he savored the wine in a time long gone, when the gods 
smiled upon humanity and bestowed their blessings upon us. This era 
of divine grace is echoed in the joyous festivities described in the 
Gospel of Matthew, where Christ's miraculous transmutation of water 
into wine symbolizes the abundance of blessings that await those who 
have faith. In the midst of the jubilant gathering, the divine presence 
of Jesus seemed to test the faith of the pure-hearted unbelievers, 
leading them astray. Yet, the words of Moses echo in our minds, 
reminding us that the Almighty does not lure mortals into temptation. 


As the sands of time trickled down the hourglass, Noah and his kin 
found solace in the sweet nectar of the gods. For centuries, they 
savored the rich taste of wine, relishing in its ability to quench their 
thirst and soothe their souls. With clean water scarce, wine became a 
treasured elixir, a symbol of abundance and prosperity in a world of 
scarcity. The love for wine is like a sacred union, one that can even 
transcend the bounds of matrimony. There are moments when wine is 
preferred over the company of others, a testament to its unmatched 
allure. For half a millennium, Noah's heart remained unclaimed as he 
poured his soul into nurturing his vineyard, tending to the roots that 
anchored him to the earth. After centuries of wandering the earth, he 
finally found his soulmate and joined in a sacred union at the dawn of 
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his fifth century. One could speculate that the entity in question was 
not merely a drunken soul before the deluge epoch, but rather a 
prosperous wine merchant. In the holy scriptures of Genesis 7:1, he 
is portrayed as a virtuous soul who found favor in the divine gaze of 
the Almighty. 


Amidst the ancient city of Ur, Terah and Abram traded in idols of 
both solid and gold-plated make, catering to the desires of the 
idolaters. Similarly, it is plausible that Noah, in the era before the 
great flood, supplied the antediluvian drunkards with copious 
amounts of wine, perhaps even to the extent of quenching the thirst 
of giants. Like two sides of the same coin, the typology remains 
unaltered in both cases, reaching a common destination. Terah and 
Abram embarked on a journey from Ur, akin to Noah's voyage on the 
Ark before the deluge. 


Noah was a proud member of the Sethite lineage, a sacred thread 
that weaves its way back to the very first man, Adam, through his son 
Seth. Legend has it that Seth's roots can be traced back to the 
mystical lands of Central Asia, where the winds carry whispers of the 
ancient Mongolian ‘Ural Altaic' tribe, known to many as the 
Turanians. Just as the branches of a tree are shaped by its roots, so 
too are our behaviors and tendencies influenced by our genetic 
heritage. Thus, it can be surmised that the lineage of Noah's son Seth 
has imbued the Irish with a particular affinity for the consumption of 
alcohol. 


The elixir of spirits seems to flow most freely in the lands of the 
North, where the pale-skinned dwellers indulge in its intoxicating 
embrace. Like a constellation of stars in the night sky, Estonia, 
Belarus, Lithuania, the Czech Republic, Ireland, and France shine the 
brightest with their high rates. If we delve into the depths of Noah's 
ancestral roots, we may find ourselves tracing back to the mystical 
land of Turan, where the winds carry whispers of ancient wisdom. In 
light of this, it would be just to dismiss any notions of alcoholism and 
instead, recognize Noah as a true connoisseur - one who savors the 
essence of life with a refined palate. 


The lands of Asia have been blessed with the art of wine-making, a 
tradition that has been passed down through the ages. Nestled within 
the South Caucasus valleys lies Armenia, a land steeped in the rich 
history of viticulture and winemaking. It is here that the roots of the 
world's earliest cultivated grapevines and wine production were first 
planted, nourished by the fertile soil and bountiful sunshine of this 
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sacred land. As the pages of history turn, whispers of ancient tales 
reveal that China and Greece stand tall as the next in line, bearing 
witness to the passage of time. As per Li Demei's insightful 
observation, the "Classic of Poetry" stands as a testament to the 
ancient Chinese civilization's grape cultivation, etched in ink for 
eternity. In the "Odes of Bin" chapter of the "Classic of Poetry," lies a 
poetic masterpiece known as "Qi Yue." This piece speaks of the sixth 
month, where the consumption of sparrow-plums and grapes is a 
common sight. And as the seventh month approaches, the cooking of 
Kui and pulse fills the air with an aroma that lingers on the senses. 
As the autumn breeze sweeps through the land, the eighth month 
arrives and the fruits of the earth are gathered with care. And as the 
season progresses, the tenth month brings forth the golden grains of 
rice, a symbol of abundance and prosperity. Such is the rhythm of 
nature, a dance of life and death, of growth and harvest, that echoes 
through the ages. Furthermore, the ethereal essence is crafted 
during the season of rebirth to nourish the wild and untamed brows. 
The winds of time whisper tales of the Shang Dynasty (c. 1600 BC - c. 
1000 BC) and their intimate relationship with the bountiful wild 
grapes. It is said that they were well-versed in the art of gathering 
and savoring the diverse flavors of these luscious fruits. 


Li Demei's literary masterpiece delves into the rich tapestry of 
Chinese wine culture, exploring the intricate history of wine-growing 
and wine-making. Through his words, we are transported to a world 
where the art of wine-making is a sacred ritual, steeped in tradition 
and imbued with the wisdom of generations past. Li 2013. 


Ref. https://www.decanterchina.com/en/columns/demeis-view-wine- 
communication-from-a-chinese-winemaker/the-history-of-chinese- 
winegrowing-and-winemaking-part-1] 
The art of wine cultivation in China has been enriched by the infusion 
of Western culture, which has seamlessly blended with the roots of 
an age-old tradition. Amidst the mystical and enigmatic China-Japan 
Niya expeditions spanning from 1988 to 1996, Li Memei meticulously 
chronicled the unearthing of relics from a long-forgotten tomb, 
shrouded in the mists of time. The remnants of the past were adorned 
with intricate designs of bountiful grape clusters, symbolizing the 
abundance of life. Within the ancient vessels lay preserved raisins, a 
representation of the sweet memories that endure through time. The 
tomb's age remains shrouded in mystery, with dating techniques 
yielding results that are somewhat elusive. However, the whispers of 
time suggest that it has stood for roughly 2295+75 years, a 
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testament to the fleeting nature of human existence. The roots of the 
Chinese vineyards run deep, tracing back to the ancient vineyards of 
Noah in Central Asia. These vineyards, among the oldest in the world, 
are said to have flourished long before their migration to the fertile 
soils of Asia Minor (Turkey). Deep within the mystical Vayots Dzor 
region of Armenia lies the sacred Areni-1 cave, where time has stood 
still for millennia. Here, a wondrous discovery was made - the ancient 
remnants of a winery, the oldest of its kind ever unearthed. A 
testament to the enduring power of the grape, this site is a reminder 
of the timeless traditions and rich cultural heritage of the land. 
Legend has it that the origins of this ancient practice can be traced 
back to the mystical era of 4000 BC. The sands of time have shifted 
six millennia hence! The ancient remnants of V. vinifera's seeds and 
vines have been unearthed by the skilled hands of archaeologists, 
revealing the enduring legacy of this noble plant. The exquisite 
craftsmanship of wine-making during this epoch hints at the 
possibility of its ancient roots. 


[https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/ 
History of wine#Oldest_ Discovered Winery] 


Ti-Ti, the divine figure of Chinese lore, is revered as the mastermind 
behind the inception of rice and grape nectars. This deity is 
celebrated as the pioneer of wine, and is also recognized as the 
legendary Noah. Throughout history, Noah's legacy has been 
immortalized by diverse civilizations through a myriad of monikers 
and emblems. In the ancient Aztec culture, Tezcatzontecati was 
revered as a deity embodying the dual nature of intoxication and 
fecundity. As one of the Ometochtli, he symbolized the transformative 
power of inebriation and the generative force of life. Amidst the rich 
tapestry of ancient cultures, the Hurrian/Hittite people revered 
Teshub as the embodiment of the divine nectar of the vine, while the 
Gaul/Celtic tribes looked to Suscellus as the patron of their own 
intoxicating elixirs. The divine embodiment of Soma, revered in 
Hindu mythology, was hailed as Bhairava, while in the Germanic 
tradition, he was celebrated as Biersal, a symbol of the sacred elixir 
of life. Silenus, the divine patron of wine in Greek mythology, 
embodied the ecstatic state of inebriation, while Raugutiene, the 
Slavic deity of libations, personified the joyous revelry that 
accompanies the consumption of spirits. Amidst the revelries of West 
Africa, the spirit of Ogoun, the god of rum, was invoked to bless the 
festivities. Meanwhile, the Greek god of wine, Dionysus, was also 
hailed as Noah, the bringer of merriment and joy. In the ancient lore, 
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the deity Bes of Proto-Egyptian origin is said to have a mystical 
connection with the legendary figure Noah. Similarly, across the vast 
expanse of the Western Hemisphere, the Mayan divinity of 
inebriation was none other than the revered Acan.As the tales of 
Greek lore go, Dionysus, the god of wine and revelry, imbibed the 
secrets of viticulture during his formative years spent atop the 
mystical Mount Nysa. The location of this sacred peak remains 
shrouded in mystery, its depiction as varied as the flavors of wine 
that Dionysus would later come to master. Like a wise sage, he 
generously imparted his knowledge to the people of central Anatolia, 
spreading the light of wisdom and understanding throughout the 
land. Thus, he was elevated to the divine realm, embodying the 
essence of the grape and the intoxicating nectar it produces. 


Let us imagine ourselves in the shoes of Noah. As a lone and 
prosperous grape cultivator and wine artisan, you are bestowed with 
a celestial decree from the heavens above, commanding you to erect 
a monumental ark. The end of days is drawing near, and you are 
granted a century and two decades to fulfill this divine mission. Will 
you cease or commence consuming alcohol? Like a skilled winemaker 
who carefully tends to the vines, we must nurture our resources and 
find ways to extract their full potential. Rather than resorting to the 
blunt force of an axe, let us embrace the art of refinement and 
increase our wine production to new heights. With each bottle we 
produce, we can build a shipyard that will carry us to new horizons. A 
majestic fortress of industry shall rise atop the loftiest summit in the 
land, where the winds of progress blow strongest. Just like a 
mountaineer who carries a rope to climb a peak, having a 
contingency plan is crucial in case the construction journey gets 
rocky. It's like a safety net that can prevent the project from 
drowning in the flood of unexpected delays. 


Like a wise sage, Manu, the Hindu patriarch, tethered the ark to the 
mighty Mount Meru with a rope of great strength. This act of 
ingenuity symbolized his unwavering determination to weather the 
storm of life's challenges and emerge victorious. Just as the rope held 
the ark steady amidst the tumultuous waters, so too did Manu's 
steadfast spirit anchor him to his beliefs and values. He retraced his 
steps and arrived at the starting point, where his journey had begun. 
With divine insight, the looming flood's height was revealed, making 
it a breeze to measure the cord's length. Imagine a world where we 
can plant the seeds of our dreams in the same soil where our 
ancestors once grew their own. A place where the past and present 
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converge to create a new beginning, a new chapter in the story of our 
lives. Let us take root in this fertile ground and cultivate a vineyard 
that will bear the fruit of our labor and nourish our souls. Together, 
we can create a new world, one that is rooted in tradition yet 
blossoms with innovation. 


NOAH’S NEW COSMOS 


“Noah found himself at the cornerstone of what we call a “Utopia,” a 
planned society--a universal social scheme... a new principle of government 
power and knit together by theocratic symbols, such as the rainbow sign of 
Genesis chapter nine, verse thirteen.” (1) 

-- John D. Pilkey, 1984 

We know from Scripture that all people living today, whether Pygmy, 
Oriental, Caucasian or whatever nationality, are directly descended from 
Noah's family. This study focuses on the identification of Noah's family, as 
found within the many national mythologies of the ancients nations. 

Mr. Wright, in his 'Biblical Archaeology' indicates to us the importance 
of studying the histories and records of the nations as requisite to 
understanding the Biblical truths of a common origin and post-flood history. 
He bases his position on the following passages of Scripture: 


“Remember (and recall) the days of old; consider 

the years of generations upon generation...” (Deut. 32:7) 
“For, remember this that) God blessed Noah and 

his sons and said to them, 

“Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth.’ 

So, Noah went out and his sons, and his wife, 

and his sons' wives with him.” (Gen. 9:1; 8:18) 


Mr. Wright concludes that Biblical man, unlike other men in the world, 
had learned to confess his faith by telling the story of what had happened to 
his people and by seeing within it the hand of God. Faith was 
communicated, in other words, through the forms of history; and unless 
history is taken seriously, one cannot comprehend Biblical faith, which 
triumphantly affirms the meaning of history. He says, 

‘We cannot, therefore, assume that the knowledge of Biblical history is 
unessential to the faith. Biblical theology and Biblical archaeology (and 
thus, history) must go hand in hand if we are to comprehend the Bible's 
meaning.” (2) 

Mr. Jacob Bryant, an early mythographer of the late 18th century, 
emphasized the importance of the study of history, where the Biblical 
account is the bases: 

“As the desolation of the world by a deluge, and the renewal of it in one 
person, are points in these days particularly controverted, many who are 
enemies to revelation, upon seeing these truths ascertained, may be led to a 
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more intimate acquaintance with the Scriptures; and such an insight (can 
only be) productive of good. For our faith depends upon _ historical 
experience, and it is mere ignorance that makes infidels. Hence, it is 
possible that some may be won over by historical evidence, which a refined 
theological argument cannot reach.” (3) 


GENESIS 10 MONOGENESIS 

The following is an attempt to re-establish a Biblical monogenetic 
historical science as the true foundation of the interpretation of man's 
origin. The Sacred Scriptures teach through its genealogies and lists of 
patriarchs, that all human beings today originate from the small family of 
Noah. The records, epics, sagas, and mythologies of the Gentiles also attest 
to this monogenetic origin, as I hope to show with the following study. Dr. 
John Pilkey defines Noahic monogenesis as “meaning “single origin” but 
“used in a radically different way in this study from evolutionary 
monogenesis... The present study is based on a fundamentalist Christian 
belief in the derivation of all mankind from Adam and Eve and of all primary 
nations of mankind from the postdiluvian heritage of eight survivors of the 
universal Deluge.” He says, this concept “ differs radically from evolutionary 
monogenesis in respect to chronological perspective and political principle. 
It pictures the world of nations as a single theocratic empire of deliberately 
programmed diversity rather than random diversity emerging from 
evolutionary haphazard.” 

Many people today are either apathetic or opposed to monogenesis and 
favor a multiple origin of man simply because they are antithetical to Divine 
creative power and righteous judgment! The negation of monogenism 
is polygenism, the Darwinian teaching that there is more than one origin 
for man, no Biblical flood, and no real person as Noah. Polygenesis is the 
consort of Evolution. 


MONOGENETIC ANTITHESIS 

Contrary to monogenesis, which teaches that all the races of man (the 
Sumerians, Egyptians, Mayans, etc.) originate from a single source (Noah, 
Adam), polygenism teaches that all the world’s races were too distinct in 
the earliest known times to be given any sort of common origin. In other 
words, the fundamental races of modern man originated separately or 
evolved independently from different sub-human primate species. 

Pilkey defines polygenism as a theory of “plurality of origin.” He further 
points out “the term applies to two different versions of the secular, 
Darwinian theory of origins before and after World War II. Prior to the Nazi 
scandal, classic Darwinists believed that superior and inferior races 
developed in different parts of the earth owing to different levels of 
evolutionary success. After reaction against racism set in, evolutionists 
introduced a monogenetic model in which all races descended from the 
same core of evolved anthropoids. Despite this form of professed 
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monogenesis, the evolutionary model remains polygenetic in its failure to 
recognize an immediate intertexture of nations existing simultaneously in 
Mesopotamia in the third millennium B. C. Such polygenism holds that all 
nations of the Fertile Crescent were either homegrown (Egyptians) or 
derived from other parts of the earth (Sumerians). In this commonplace 
scheme, there is no underlying unity of origin rooted in a single family 
within historically visible time. Secular scholarship cannot recognize ‘Atum’ 
or the explicit totality of the primary nations of mankind.” [N.F.S. p. 369] 

Ironically, the theory that man originates from various types of monkeys 
eons ago, is relatively modern, as no ancient tradition attests to such a so- 
called truth. The teaching is purely a derivative of the creative imagination 
of anthropological atheism. 

Polygenism, of course, is not the teaching found in the Bible, nor is it 
the teaching of any of the world’s cosmologies. Though it once was a widely 
favored theory, it is unsupported by modern genetic research. DNA studies 
now show that humans derive from a very small gene-pool or family, if not a 
single pair - which some coincidentally nickname Y-Chromosome “Adam” 
and metachrondrial “Eve.” 

Nevertheless, the evolutionist persist in multiply origins theories. 
Some* postulate the races stem from various (three) kinds of hominids: 
bonobos, chimps, and orangutans, thus Asian “Homo erectus,” European 
“Neanderthals,” and African-Eurasian “Homo sapiens,” while more recent 
theories ** have increased the Homo family “core” to seven kinds: Sapiens, 
Neanderthals, Erectus, Floresiensis (a 3.5’ pygmy), Abilis, Rudolfensis, and 
Heidelbergensis, with possibly an eighth one, the first to migrate out of 
Africa, being Homo Ergaster.*** 

*https://www.nytimes.com/1996/12/13/us/3-human-species-coexisted-eons-ago-new-data- 
suggest. 

=r Ee ff vi atc UNTS Oy LIRES cE OUIB IGT Shiguie: Se asise-clORS niSsanE unin: 
existed-earth. 

***https://australianmuseum.net.au/the-first-migrations-out-of-africa 


The teaching of polygenesis runs rampant in college and university 
thinking, both secular and Christian alike. The cause for polygenism among, 
particularly, Christian scholars is that the teachers and directors of the 
colleges have propagated fallacious reasoning in failing to recognize the 
extent to which Darwinism has infiltrated the structures and methods of 
their thinking, in opposition to sound Biblical and historical evidence. 
Others, (theistic evolutionists) however, are very much aware of the 
Darwinian influence and think nothing of propounding this doctrine even in 
the face of Biblical testimony. It has damaged the academic world in its 
refusal to answer certain questions, such as the origin of the Sumerians and 
the various languages. 

Polygenism has caused much division and argumentation among even 
Christian people. In its social aspect, Darwinism has been the main cause of 
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racial separation and segregation. This has consequently created such evils 
as racial hatred and racial supremacists’ attitudes. 


ANTEDILUVIAN BABYLONIANISM 

Polygenism is the ontological ‘opposite end of the stick’ of Babylonian 
eschatology. It starts with the lie of creative diversity as a negative and 
humanity socially engineered, evolved, and amalgamated in the end, into a 
collective unity, under one rule, one culture, and probably under one ruler. 
Though it is inductive but has no ending, no Creator, no creation, no Eden, 
no flood or Noah, and no promise of divine intervention, it vainly swears 
upon a big bang to “make a name?” for itself. It is Babel’s cosmology, a clash 
between human and divine wills; a rub between divine determinism and 
human choice lost in a never ending chaos.; an attempt at primeval ethnic 
and linguistic unity under the auspices of one language, central living, and 
a single aim of an homogenized humanity, as opposed to an eschatological 
consummation of divine historical purpose of a restored (resurrected) 
humanity, unified by divinity embracing and enjoying divine diversity in 
harmony - a monogenesis with a harmonious heterogeneous finale. 
Polygenetic backed Babylonianism aims not for harmonized diversity, but 
the eradication of it by a false unity, with “making a name” for the whole at 
the expense of the names of the parts. 

Ethnically speaking, this cosmic conflict is demonstrated in the creative 
principle of correspondence in the intelligent design for the Nation of Israel 
to form twelve unique tribes as opposed to one monolithic unit. This is 
typical of a Noahic designed world of a multiplicity of nations, kingdoms, 
languages, and cultures. In a larger context, human diversity corresponds 
with the rich diversity in nature - the differences in what we see, hear, 
taste, smell, and touch - geometries, colors, sounds, animals, plants, 
minerals, and astronomical bodies. 

Pentecost affirmed Babylonian failure at racial and linguistic unification 
with understanding truth is obtained not from hearing through a single 
language, but by each nation hearing and understanding in its own 
language. The good news Gospel was to speak the languages of the world 
and not vice versa. If the truth is like music, it sounds best played by an 
orchestra. The pre-flood world was destroyed because they were ungodly 
and did not understand (2 Pet. 2:5). But what made them antithetical to God 
and Noah? Besides inhospitable prosperity, longevity (Genesis 5:3-32), 
wicked and evil conscience (Genesis 6:5-7), which includes selfishness, 
drunkenness, violence, tyranny, vengefulness, humanism, and atheism if not 
idolatry, fornication, and ungodly marriages (Genesis 6:1-4), they were 
completely despicable. We might say the Antediluvians were forerunners of 
Babylonianism: uniformatarian and not understanding that truth resides in 
and derives from an intelligently created checked and balanced ‘patterned’ 
system. Rather, they preferred the comforting but deceptive benefits of a 
never ending undetermined human story antithetical to any potential 
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apocalyptic eschatology: “Where is the promise of His coming?”’... “Since 
the fathers fell asleep, all things continue as [they were] from the beginning 
of the creation.” From this verse (2 Peter 3:4) we see, that “the world that 
was” is repeating: “And how be it, the great promise of ‘the Resoration of 
All’ in light of your flood?” 

It could be the Antediluvians were free will deists, believing in some 
beginning, but with no more concern for eschatological judgment than 
mankind today. It was a world with a misunderstood sense of grace, 
unequal liberty, exagerated freedom (license?) and a fancied immunity to 
judgment, a “do as thou wilt” on earth as opposed to that in Heaven - and a 
Heaven to be recolonized: “If the angels came down to us, then let us 
imitate and ascend to them! Let us build a ‘shem’ (Tower), a stairway to 
heaven!” The antediluvian paradigm was as “open-ended” as a Gene 
Rodenberry science fiction - the antithesis of St. John. The world that was, 
just as the world today, was an artifice daring to judge itself and compare 
itself with those who commend and qualify themselves; who measure 
themselves by themselves, comparing themselves with themselves, but are 
unwise, and do not understand that the Lord commendeth (2 Corinthians 
10:12, 18). 

Hamitic-Hermetic Babylonianism literally replicates itself repeatedly 
throughout the political history of the world in the idea of a universal 
government under one human ruler, and from a central domain. Universal 
imperialism is opposed to ethical monotheism, because a universal God 
demands universal dominion. Imperialism, from the ancient Assyrians to 
their modern equivalents have typically tried to wipe out linguistic and 
ethnic distinctions; each one undone and fouled by God’s word: “the people 
will be a mixture and will not remain united, any more than iron mixes with 
clay’ (Daniel 2:43). Apparently, diversity is a divine frustration for the 
Babel-like human-willed selfish ambition to build a universal (Christian or 
otherwise) empire. And not FOR God, but to create an artifice - yet, the 
Lord said, “they shall build, but I will throw down” (Malachi 1:4) - as 
opposed to the Divine promise of God as “the All in all,” whom promises to 
build and rule His Kingdom FOR His people (Zechariah 6:13). It is dominion 
theology at variance with God’s dominion. Scripture is demonstrative of 
these two great powers contending for supremacy of the world. Juxtaposing 
the two powers, who might be worshiped, (the one of the created and the 
other by the Creator), we see the universal call to worship the Creator-God 
(Revelation 14, verses 6, 7) is followed by a universal declaration of the fall 
of Babylon, a symbol of rebellion against God (verse 8). Only in Christ does 
“diversity hold together” (Col. 1:17, 18), and here, diversity does not 
degenerate into discord. In the triune Christ (888),* as was in the Ark, is a 
cosmic 8-piece symphony of divine creative wisdom and love (Rev. 7:9-12), 
the “mystery of Christ” (Ephesians 3:4), the “mystery of God” (Revelation 
10:7), and the consummation of the divine purpose in history, revealed to 
the prophets as “the Restoration of All” (Acts 3:21); the restoration of all 
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eight-fold aspects of humanity. Cosmologically, the world (in God’s plan) 
starts from a mono or singular beginning in, of, and through Christ, the 
Alpha, is typified in Adam, diversified in Noah and his family, and proceeds 
more diversely into the Omega point (again, Christ), where “every knee” 
bends toward Him and the uncountable tongues, the “sands of the sea” (in 
whatever language) confess Him. The Antediluvians did not understand 
this. 

*The number of Jesus is 888. Using the Greek Ionic Ciphered Numeral System 
scientifically proves this. In this system, each letter of the Greek alphabet is assigned a 
numerical value. The name of Jesus in Greek is spelled I H S O U S (iota, eta, sigma, 
omicron, upsilon, sigma). Substituting in the Greek numeral system the equivalent numerical 
values to each letter in the name of Jesus and adding them up, the total is 888. The values of 
each letter are: iota, 10; eta, 8; sigma, 200; omicron, 70; upsilon, 400; sigma, 200. The sum 
of 10 + 8 + 200 + 70 + 400 + 200 is 888.] 


ALTERNATIVE SYNTHESIS 

The following monogenetic study of the traditional histories of man will 
offer the student of history the original explanation for the origin of man, 
and with the proper interpretations, offer a consistent explanation for the 
many origin myths found among the diverse cultures of the world. In 
presenting this study, a new field of research in ancient history will open up 
to the scholarly world. The following studies will help answer the many 
questions left behind by polygenetic anthropologists. Dr. John Pilkey, the 
leading contemporary authority in monogenetic studies, best defined the 
study of Man’s origin, when he said, “monogenesis is a synthetic structure 
built out of various ancient materials for the purpose of demonstrating the 
unity of human proto-history in a single intrigue based on the unique 
experiences of a single family.” (4) 

Some scholars may question such a synthesis. Of what do our proofs 
consist? We answer that, like all such structures, any historical synthesis, 
especially anthropological relies on internal harmony as its only means of 
“proof.” In other words, does it take into account ALL available data and 
synthesize it into a harmonious demonstration. This is the only sort of proof 
available to historical science since we cannot subject past events to 
laboratory experimentation. Now, to disprove an historical theory is to 
demonstrate its disharmony within itself, or with another more harmonious 
structure built by others out of more substantive information. Hence, 
begins the struggle between multiple and single origins theories. 

Most scholars refer to synthetic history as though there were some 
other kind! No, by definition, there can be no other kind. A non-synthetic 
history is merely a register and transcription of documents; whereas, 
synthesis begins the instant there is any transliteration of such documents, 
much less any kind of interpretation. The phrase 'synthetic-history,' 
according to Dr. Pilkey is strategically “a critical bogey to frighten 
amateurs and non-specialists from invading the field of historical writing.” 
Consequently, with the invasion of polygenist theories earlier monogenetic 
systems of historical interpretations are disavowed ‘'mythography'- an 
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alleged pseudo-science based upon taking the logic of Genesis too seriously 
to suit scientific atheistic historians. 

This mindset persists today and has evolved to greater heights of 
absurdities, and desperate ones to boot! Polygenist scientists will do 
anything to avoid admitting a flood, a Noah or an Adam, because this 
admits a Creator god! The Biblical claims are absurdities they say, with no 
historical basis. Nevertheless, the Biblical is the least of absurdities 
compared to the theories of Zachariah Sitchin,* whom derives man from 
aliens and makes a mockery of Mesopotamian history. The more down to 
earth conservatives alternately claim that, while humans come from apes, 
“...Octopuses are ‘aliens,’ which evolved on another planet before arriving 
on Earth hundreds of millions of years ago as “cryopreserved” eggs [inside 
a meteorite!] via a process known as panspermia”** - And Orwell’s Winston 
thought, “What can you do against the lunatic who is more intelligent than 
yourself, who gives your arguments a fair hearing and then simply persists 
in his lunacy?” The Monogenist must reply, “Nothing.” For, to argue with 
insanity is to admit its validity. 

[* Author of ‘The 12 Planet.’][** Ref. “Cause of Cambrian Explosion - Terrestrial or Cosmic?” 
Progress in Biophysics and Molecular Biology Journal. ] 


GENESIS 10 IDENTITIES 

One may say that, because of Darwinian consensus, the true 
interpretation of ancient history, and the origin of man persists in mystery. 
If they in any way concede the possibility of a Biblical monogenesis, it is a 
quant and casual table-talk and nothing else. Liberals and conservatives 
alike have missed the conceptual challenge offered by the Genesis 
presentation of the world’s origin by allowing equal, if not superior 
cosmological credibility to such terms as ape, alien, and now octopuses. 
Obviously, if we accept the hypothesis that Biblical monogenesis is true, we 
cannot help but arrive at more daring conceptions of antiquity than the 
prevailing ones: that there was a catastrophe that destroyed all but eight 
persons and that the recorded life-longevities of Genesis 11 are not 
fictional. Another more daring concept, for example, would be the radical 
view taken by monogenists, i.e. the commonly understood Genesis 10 Table 
of Nations is not only a list of nations and tribes, but it is also a list of 
patriarchal founders of these so-called given nations. Dr. Pilkey gives the 
example, when the names in the Genesis table are distinguished from their 
suffixes (such as 'im' and '‘ites’), one obtains the proper name of a specific 
patriarch. As a result, we have Canaan from the name Canaanites; Lud from 
Ludim; Arvad from Arvadites and Ham from Hamites. Some argue against 
this simply for the reasons that they hold to a local flood theory and a 
limited ethnological view. But if it is true for the Canaanites to have 
Canaan, it must be true for the rest of ethnic names. 

In discussing the subject of the Genesis 10 identities, a revolution in the 
process of historical science is at hand. The ancient rulers of the Near East 
(i.e. the Genesis 10 princes) prior to the second millennium before Christ, 
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were not what they appear to be in modern historical thought. In the 
majority of cases, Dr. Pilkey claims “they did not die at the close of their 
reigns. Their actual reigning terms were shorter than commonly believed 
and were brief episodes in the lifetimes extending (some) three, four or 
even five centuries.” He continues, “that these rulers were ubiquitous, 
international feudal aristocrats, reigning under different names at different 
times, and among different linguistic stocks. Their dynasties were personal 
alliances reigning for equal terms of one to six years within pre-designated 
frames of thirty years. Their standard epic was the thirty-year generation 
revealed in the eleventh chapter of Genesis, and they were in fact the elite 
company of princes whose names are recorded systematically in the tenth 
chapter.” Finally, he says that the text of Genesis 9-11 claims to narrate and 
outline the earliest origins of Gentile mankind. 


TRADITIONAL COUNTERPARTS 

The identities listed in Genesis 10 have their counterparts (“gods,” 
“deities,” “heroes” “founders”) recorded in the mythologies and 
cosmologies of the world: the Hindu Puranic creation accounts, the Finn’s 
Kalevala, the Japanese Kojiki and Nihongi, and the Polynesian’s Kumulipo 
are just a few of the many traditions containing postdiluvian records. By 
identifying these varied extra-Biblical names with the Genesis lists of 
Patriarchs, and synthesizing the historical parallels, we can reconstruct and 
reinterpret the true historical events of the early Patriarchs of Noah’s 
family. In compiling and combining these identities, one can synthesize a 
biography and thus a history of each patriarch; for example, Noah’s 
biography is extracted from the following chain of identities: Sumerian 
Ukush/Bubu and Kudda, Finnish Ukku, Baltic Perkunas-Perkele, Estonian 
Uku, Mongol-Turkic Kudai and Bai-Ulgon, East Indian Indra, etc. (Ref. 
“Kingship At Its Source” Noahic Identities, p.198). 

Some may ask why history is important. Monogenetic studies help to 
contend for the truth of the Messiah and His message and reconciliation 
plan. It is a vital aspect of evangelism in that its proof has faith building 
potential for the modern evangelical doubting Thomas, if he can begin with 
the knowledge that the Bible is factual and historically accurate. It helps to 
support the unity of mankind from a common parentage rather than leave 
the individual and society as a whole in a nebulous heritage vacuum 
fighting for an artificial unity. Reality would then dictate no racial type is 
superior to another in the eyes of God, or more ‘godly’ than another is; that 
no one is common or unclean or outside the Adamic bloodline. Once history 
shows monogenesis true and that “all” humans fall short and miss the mark 
of perfection (fall short of the glory of God”) the prejudice vanishes - 
whether black, white, red or yellow, all people derive from the same 
fellowship on the Ark. On a larger global earth-scale, this puts us all back in 
the same boat! 
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Monogenesis is also important in exposing historical repetition - the 
repeating of historical causes and effects, as codified in Christ’s statement 
“as It was in the days of Noah, so shall it be in the last days” - the world will 
cycle back again into an antediluvian mindset - an epicurean apathy 
towards true destiny. Monogenesis demands that Noah represents an 
antitype of the Savor (i.e. a previous-type) of Jesus Christ. Unlike 
polygenism, monogenism supports prophetic insight into future possibilities 
and probabilities by showing past similar historical cyclical patterns - 
repetitive thinking and consequently repetitive historical events. 
Monogenism holds to the principle of limited creative thematic options. Just 
as literature demonstrates, there are only so many creative genres or 
themes, even so, there are limitations in governmental and economical 
enterprises. There are only so many possible “best of all potential political 
worlds” and after all else fails, and when narrowed down to a choice 
between two, the most negative and prevalent one adopted is alchemist 
federalization, centralization, and globalization of government ruled by one 
or more megalomaniacs - hence, a revived Tower of Babel. The other of 
course, is designed by God in the Scriptures as demonstrated in Noah’s 
cosmic design. 

True cosmology is very important for how we live our lives, for to deny 
an historical Noah, a deluge, and a monogenetic origin is to deny certain 
aspects of God’s will, and to consequently bring wrath rather then grace 
down from heaven. Jesus attested to the historicity of Noah, as He also did 
to Adam. At the least, such a denial helps to distract from the truth of 
Christ, His plan, and the reality of God's working in the lives of humans in 
favor of the infidelity of anti-theocratic or ‘democratic’ secularism. 
Monogenism and polygenism are the opposing mind-sets behind the war 
between godly and ungodly government, creation and evolution, genetic 
unity and radical separatist racism as historically demonstrated in the pre- 
Adamite and local flood theories. 

The recognition of these facts and of the deteriorating influences of 
polygenism on Western (Christian) thinking will relieve the above major 
‘spiritual’ problems and other such ricockulous alternatives as octopuses 
from Space! It will diminish problems with the Scriptures as well as with 
understanding Christ Himself. The study of Genesis 10 is, therefore, an 
evangelical effort because it is an historical effort to cure the dogmatic 
cycloplegia* infecting modern scholasticism. If all others accepted the lie, 
which the Party imposes, and if all records are made to tell the same tale— 
then the lie passes into history and becomes the truth, thus ‘Who controls 
the past, controls the future.” Now, “who controls the present controls the 
past,” so, “war is peace; freedom is slavery,” and apes, because octopuses 
did not, become humans. With the artifice of evolution controlling the 
present, it is no wonder the past is cavernous, the present is distressed, and 
the future conjures visions of a new stone age. Dr. John Pilkey in “Noah’s 
Family Speaks” justly defines the present academic historical paradigm: 
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“Since the eighteenth century, democratic society has painted world history 
in its own image. In that century, Europeans sought to put an end to the 
fierce conflict between Protestants and Roman Catholics. They found a 
solution in the minimalist approach to religion... to strip religious authority 
of political power and reduce religion to a moral influence. Theocracy 
perished and was replaced by secular democracy through the pressure of a 
common desire for peace and security grounded in spiritual neutrality... 
“separation of Church and State,” “consent of the governed,” “freedom,” 
“the rule of law,” “objectivity,” “evolution,” or “pluralism’— but it all 
amounts to the same thing— the lack of theologically explicit leadership... 
The eight persons who survived the Flood lived and breathed theocracy. 
Efforts to interpret these persons from a modern, democratic perspective 
have been ludicrous. In fact, the democratic mind despairs of ever 
understanding them and translates that despair into denial. Modern man 
doubts the Book of Genesis because he cannot cope with its political 
implications. The early postdiluvian lived in a context where gods, heroes, 
kings, and priests were given... Secularists have done their best to suppress 
this reality. They instinctively shun conflict based on the rivalry of 
theocratic power. (Noah’s Family Speaks p. 20.) [*paralysis of the ciliary muscle 
of the eye.] 

The ultimate goal of this study is to ground the reader in a solid and 
valid historical foundation, which will consequently facilitate a better 
understanding of future events such as the return of Christ and the 
redemption of man. This understanding will save many from the damning 
effects of democracy and evolutionary thinking, which are the culprits 
behind polygenesis. Genesis 10 study is scriptural and is “..beneficial for 
doctrine, for reproof, and for [political] correction...” (2 Timothy 3:16). 

To combat polygenism, the following three essentials must be 
established and agreed upon: that 1.) the elaborate structure of Genesis is 
evidence of the high-spirited productivity in the earliest postdiluvian world 
(i.e. post-flood world); 2.) Noah's community must be viewed in the light of 
cultural enterprise, no matter what evils entered the scene (this enterprise 
was both geographical and genetic - the genetic factor being the most 
crucial); and 3.) the adoption of radical views of early postdiluvian marriage 
and suspend the separatistic notions of 'the Godly Seed,' or what is 
perpetuated today as racial separatist supremacists' views - ‘God’s 
favorites,’ ‘the chosen,’ ‘the remnant,’ ‘the special,’ and other ‘common and 
unclean’ discriminations. 


TESTIMONIAL AUTHORITY 

Now, one may ask, “Who originated the monogenetic theory?” To 
answer this, one must turn to the oldest and most accurate source available 
- the book of Genesis. Here we will see that the author(s) recorded a brief, 
yet important, synopsis of man's ‘single’ origin in two successive and varied 
beginnings. One is from a primitive couple or the Divine primordial pair; the 
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other from a small ogdoad family of persons. The monogenesis we will 
examine concerns the latter group of Noah's family. 

To verify this theory of monogenesis, at least among the Christian 
community, Jesus affirmed and supported monogenesis from a small 
surviving family, by referring to them as real, historical persons. Even the 
Apostles of Jesus, such as Peter, referred to them. Jesus alludes to the 
reality of the Noahic heritage and to the Great Flood in Matthew 24:37-38. 
Herein lays direct testimony of the Flood and the surviving family of eight. 
Jesus was directly referring to Genesis when He referred to Noah. He most 
probably knew Noah when as the Angel of God in disrupting the Tower of 
Babel. The Apostles also knew of the family of Noah and Noah himself 
through patriarchal testimony. Their familiarity with Christ and Moses on 
the Mount of Transfiguration led them to accept the reality of an historical 
Noah and the other seven survivors. In other words, if Scripture is correct 
about Moses, as affirmed on the Mount of Transfiguration, then it must be 
correct about Noah and the Flood. Historically, the Bible has always 
maintained correctness! At one time, the Hittites of old were fictional like 
the Trojans of mythical Troy, until they were dug up in Asia Minor! Every 
time a portion of the Bible was deemed fiction, it was later found historical. 
Sodom and Gomorrah are also examples still considered fictional by many. 
Yet, ancient Eblaite tablets, the oldest library known to date, record them 
as real cities of commerce and trade. 

To trace the monogenetic doctrine, one only has to follow the Apostles 
wherever they evangelized. From Christ, the Apostles spread out teaching 
this doctrine, among other theological truths, to their students and 
converts, who then disseminated it throughout the world, for it was very 
important to the understanding of the workings of God, through the Gospel, 
in people’s lives (Matthew 24; Luke 17:26-27; I Peter 2:5 and 3:6; and 
Hebrews 11:7). 

About 1600 years later a great revival took place in the study of 
monogenesis, as archaeology and the news lands of Egypt and India opened 
up to the Western world of scientific study. The doctrine had been a latent 
teaching among Christians and even among many non-Christians. Single 
origin theory was accepted with little skepticism and for some time without 
any real verification, for the Bible was the one only accepted foundation for 
interpreting history. In those days, there was no reason to question the 
Biblical account. There was very little opposition or alternative theories. 

About the 17" Century, when travel opened up foreign and isolated 
cultures, researchers and students of history began to develop new and 
exciting ethnological theories based upon the monogenetic doctrine. New 
foundations and structures of verification were developed, and a new 
science of inquiry opened up in the area of the study of man's origin. This 
period from the 17th to the 19th century progressed until the suppression 
of monogenesis in the last half of the 1800's by the new mythology of 
evolution. Eventually, as a reaction to this monkey-to-man theory, Biblicists 
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revived the study of the Biblical origin of man with such counter theories as 
scientific creationism, flood geology, and some monogenetic studies. More 
recently, the new theories of intelligent design and the science of DNA are 
furthering monogenesis and discounting polygenism. 

Thanks to the efforts and research of the early mythographers, the 
recently found Mesopotamian cultures, and some few modern students of 
monogenesis, one can begin a fresh rebirth into synthesizing a true history. 
During those two centuries arose a Genesis 10 movement based on such 
writers as Samuel Bochart, Paul Pezron, Agernon Herbert, William 
Stukeley, Francis Wise, Jacob Bryant, George Faber, and Alexander Hislop. 
Later, humanist anthropologists were born as the above writers died, in the 
interval between 1820 and 1860. Alternately, as anthropology reclines into 
specialized researches, monogenesis is reviving in such fields as Y- 
Chromosome and mtDNA studies. 

Nevertheless, in modern times, with updated archaeological data and 
new literary materials, such as the Sumerian tablets, monogenetic study 
can now recover and revive from its dusty hiding place upon the darkened 
shelves of our libraries, and take up a fresh new stand against its age-old 
enemy of polygenism. 


MONOGENESIS REVIVAL 

What is happening today among the Fundamentalist and Christian 
scientists is a turnaround in the scientific approaches and theories in the 
studies of man's origin. This turnabout derives from the skepticism 
developing within anthropological circles from the aggressive and 
persistent Creation research studies. Soon, with the help of Genesis 10 
information, we shall see even more profound changes in the thinking of 
polygenists. If truth is what they really seek, then it is only a matter of time 
before they see the fallacy of polygenism. 

Our newspapers today speak of a recently organized association of 
monogenists, which deal with and contend against Darwinian Evolution. 
These scientists support a Divine Creation and a monogenesis from a single 
family of two people whom, as the Genesis account records are Adam and 
Eve. Their monogenism, for now, is an Antediluvian monogenesis, and as 
time passes, a school of Post-flood monogenists - a school of historians who 
teach that modern man originates and, thus, directly descends from the 
Genesis family of Noah -will develop. Only recently have some considered 
the bottleneck in ancient DNA studies to be that of the Noahic flood. The 
Creation scientists and Adamic monogenists use much evidence to support 
their views. Inevitably, a school of historians will rally all the historical 
evidences in support of a Noahic monogenesis. Such an association would 
be important in explaining and answering such questions as where all 
mankind really came from, and how the races and nations developed. 


THE PAST CONTROLS THE FUTURE 
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Genesis studies into origins have much to do with Biblical prophecy as 
can be seen in the Alpha-Omega mystery--i.e. the mystery of the first and 
the last or the beginning and the end. This mystery is, undeniably 
incorporated into the Biblical arrangement of the Holy Scriptures, as is 
seen in the chronological order of the books. Genesis is the beginning or 
start of the Bible, and the Revelation of St. John is the ending or finish of 
the Bible. Genesis mentions the first man, Adam; and Revelation mentions 
the last or second Adam, Jesus the Anointed--the Omega Man. To 
understand how we arrived at our present status, one must review the 
ancient past and all available historical and archaeological data. Then, with 
this overview, and because the understanding of the past and present are 
both necessary for understanding the future, one may understand present 
political situations, the different cultures, sociology, and national histories 
in the making. With these facets of civilization in mind, and Scripture as a 
basis, the student may gain a more comprehensive understanding of 
prophecy and its impact on our immediate society. To have a true and thus 
good future, we must have a true and good past. We might say that the 
present controls the past, while the past controls the future. Otherwise, 
“The most effective way to destroy people is to deny and obliterate their 
own understanding of their history.” - George Orwell 

By definition, Prophecy is future historical events made present tense 
by the sequence of true historical interpretation pressing from the past 
upon our present. The ancients did not lie nor invent history. They were the 
makers of race and history and this history presses from every corner of the 
planet the fact that we came from a central point and are of one family. 
Needless to say, in understanding true history, hence, Christ and the 
Noahic Heritage, the student advances in spiritual hope of a prosperous 
future. A lacking of this consequently leads to the converse - a dumbing 
down to a myopic hopeless blindness of coming events, and an inability to 
deal with the predetermined. Those who are ignorant of the past and thus 
past mistakes are doomed to repeat it. The opposite is true for Bible based 
historians. Genesis gives us a positive alternative to modern hopeless 
polygenism, which undermines true heritage. The sacred Scripture is our 
Sumerian “Tablets of Destiny,” our true heritage: it starts with a man, is 
salvaged by a man (Noah,) and ends with salvation by the Son of Man. 

Genesis studies assist the student in observing the Alpha of mankind 
advance properly towards the Omega, the Christ, the Second Adam. By 
reviewing the true past as recorded in Genesis, the student may observe the 
drawing of man by God toward the future and toward the second Adam, 
Jesus Christ, whom is a later type of Noah. This is necessary for the proper 
anticipation of His glorious return, for He is the Ark of salvation, as Noah 
was for his people. The Messiah warned, “As it was in the days of Noah, so 
Shall it be in the latter days,...” History seems to repeat itself for those who 
chose to repeat the Babylonian errors of the past. This understanding is 
ultimately important if one cares about their future, their destiny, and their 
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soul's condition in the next life. The future flood is not of water but of spirit 
and fire. 


QUESTIONS 

There are many questions in need of study, which are necessary for the 
understanding of the ancient past. Biblically speaking, there is no hint of 
how the different racial types and tongues of mankind originated, or which 
language destruction confused the tongues at Babel. These are only a few 
of the many questions asked today. Do you know where Noah's family 
journeyed after leaving Anatolia? How did this family first divided? Why did 
Noah's curse fall upon Canaan instead of Ham? Why did the Hebrew people 
speak the language of Canaan, son of Ham, rather than the language of 
Shem? What would have been the language of Shem? Finally, what were 
the names of the four wives of the Ark? Why were there only eight survivors 
instead of more or less? 

These and many other questions are in need of answers, and Darwinian 
science does not because it cannot answer them: because it denies Genesis 
for what it believes is a lack of historical evidence. Additionally, Darwinism 
cannot answer many non-Biblical questions. For example, the history that 
leads mankind up to the period of the Sumerian occupation of 
Mesopotamia. A careful examination of secular historians will prove they 
have no real and final answers. They do not know who they were, where 
they came from, or how they built their civilization so quickly. The likely 
candidates are the Ubaidians, but who were they? The further they dig the 
more they extend time and chase nomads to avoid a Noahic beginning. The 
more they extend time the more they deny the monogenetic testimonies of 
the ancients, whom tell us exactly who we are and where we came from. If 
anyone should know it will be them. 

The time has come for respectable historians to consider these 
questions and to find reliable answers to them. This can only happen with 
the restoration of monogenesis in light of the Genesis account. The 
following studies will help to begin establishing our true ancient past. 


POLYGENESIS 
“There is nothing more deceptive than an obvious fact.” 
— Arthur Conan Doyle, The Boscombe Valley Mystery 


If the facts of Biblical monogenesis deceive the anthroplogist and the 
secular cosmologists, then the inverse of Doyle’s Holmesian axiom rightly 
fits the polygenist: “There is nothing more straightforward than an obvious 
lie.” Now this must be true, for the polygenist’s premise leads to the 
antithesis of God and to a hopeless never-ending hop, skip, and jump story 
from pot shard to pot shard. The polygenetic worldview, regardless of 
religious preference, is 'ungodly' because it is a lie. Polygenetic positions 
range from anthropological views to pseudo-Biblical ones. No matter what 
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the position, if it is polygenetic in theory and claims that Genesis, and other 
ancient testimonies are fictions, then it is false. 

“Orthodoxy means not thinking--not needing to think. Orthodoxy is 
unconsciousness.” (George Orwell, 1984) 

The early Christians as well as other religious institutions clearly 
testifies to the historicity of a Noahic Flood, and the true descent of man. 
The Apostle Peter, as well as Paul, and the Messiah Himself informs us that 
there was a flood with only eight survivors. Practically everyone else in 
those days had their cultural tradition stemming back to this figure. To the 
ancients the Noahic family were real historical people involved in real 
historical events. Extra-Biblical records also testify to the truth of the 
Genesis record, leading the honest scholar to understand that these sources 
are also trustworthy. Yet, many scholars reject the traditions of other 
cultures for the verification of the Genesis record. To the Biblical historian, 
that is fundamentally illogical, for the value of cultural traditions (i.e. 
myths, legends) is as important as any material evidence for the evaluation 
of ancient history. Archaeologists and anthropologist will trust material 
evidence, yet disregard the testimonies of those who produced the 
evidence. Understanding ancient traditions, especially mythology, will 
decide whether one understands the past or invents one. The historian must 
not let the harmless, necessary word ‘myth’ put them out of countenance. 
In the history of history a myth is a once valid but now discarded version of 
the human story, as our new valid versions will in due course be relegated 
to the category of discarded myth.* And what is history? History is the 
memory of things said and done. Thus, myth is faded memory of things said 
and done. [*What is Evidence? Carl Becker] 

There are many arguments used to disregard ancient tradition. Some 
say they are fictions or poetic compilations without any purpose for 
recording history. Thus, they are the anthropomorphizied whimsical 
fantasies of primitive minds wrestling psychological boogies. Others 
suggest they are isolated records, especially the Genesis account, that have 
no connection with the true events of the past; they are just oral traditions 
handed down for long periods of time to teach certain kinds of morals and 
ethics. [Read Emanuel Swedenborg on Noah, who no more believed in Noah than 
he did the tooth fairy] 


MISSING EVIDENCE 

Another argument revolves around the ellipsis in Genesis. There are 
gaps of information within the text that leave scholars ignorant of certain 
aspects of ancient history. However, evidence that is missing from where 
one might reasonably expect to find it is, after all, a form of evidence itself. 

In theological circles, the exclusivist might agree with Luther that we 
should not add unto the word of God what is not there (Deuteronomy 4:2), 
thus “whatever is without the word of God is, by that very fact, against 
God.” Consequently, the Epistemophobic views ellipsis as a lepar - that 
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what is “not enjoined or taught in the New Testament [and for that matter, 
the Old testament] should be unconditionally rejected” (Ulrich Zwingli, 
1484-1531). The non-Biblical secularist will outright argue the fictional 
quality of Genesis. Others will argue that what is unrecorded is 
unimportant. The true historian will disagree with both, in favor of silence 
being just as important, or at least “What is not against Scripture is for 
Scripture, and Scripture for it’ (Luther in later discourses). So, is the 
silence of Scripture permissive or prohibitive? We might agree theologically 
that silence is prohibitive, but historically, it is not. The ethnologist would 
fain outline Chinese prehistory in the Bible, but cannot, except for the few 
key references to the Sinites in Genesis 10:17 and 1 Chron. 1:15. Ellipsis 
leads us to the details found in Chinese traditions. 

Historically, silences in Genesis (and other ancient writings) deserve 
our attention as much as the written. Ellipsis may allude to some bias on 
the part of the writer, something he has meant not to record or that may 
not be important. Yet, ellipsis may be important for historical guidelines, for 
it can tell us ‘where’ to fill in the blanks, as we find the proper data. 
Alternately, silence may indicate what is not necessary to record, because 
the information is elsewhere. For instance, if we take the above named 
Sinite as a possible reference to the Chinese, we find plenty of history in 
Asian records associated with this term.* 

* The Sinites (Sinim) were the descendants of Sin (meaning “thorn" or “clay"), the 
eighth son of Canaan, according to Genesis 10:17. The Phoenicians knew the Sinites as the 
Usnu; the Assyrians called them the Usana and Siannu; and the Ugaritic tablets refer to 
them as the sn, and are possibly connected with "Sinim"- the regions both east and south of 
the Holy Land; and with the Sin-ai or Sin (Pelusium in Egypt) (Ezekiel 30:15) or Syene 
(Aswan) (Ezekiel 29:10; 30:6. Possible migrations: north of the Colchis region - shores of the 
Black Sea settlement of the Sinope (Pliny); the Don River (previously the Sinus); into Thrace 
as the Singei and the Sintii; the Sindi people of Scythia; to the Sindhu River, Sind Sagar 
district and the Desert of Sind in northwest India by the Asikni River. Sindhu eventually 
became Hindhu and the Indus River.; also into China (Sinim, Sinae, Sin, Sinai) according to 
greeks, Arabians, and Ptolemy; Chinese “Sinae” traded with the Scythains, their capital was 
Thineze (modern Thsin) in Shaanxi Province; note the dynasty of Tsin, called by the Malays 
"Tchina." Linguistics support the connection of the Biblical Sinites with Asians: Sino- 
Japanese, Sino-Tibetans; the Chinese regard Siang-Fu (Father Sin), capital of Shaanxi 
Provence as the origin of their civilization; the Sinites not only gave their name to China, but 
possibly migrated into Australia, forming the light-skinned Murrayian Aboriginal people. 
(http://creationwiki.org/Sinites). 


The historical silence in Genesis is demonstrative of both cases. The 
writer is bias in centering on the Messianic Line through Israel towards the 
coming “Seed” of Abraham, Christ, and detracts from extrapolating on 
other national histories, not even much for the Egyptians, who were so 
prominent at the time. The plentiful supply of proper names in Genesis, are 
keys enough to tell the reader what else to look for and possibly where else 
to look. 

In Genesis 9-11, this principle of ellipsis reaches a peak of importance. 
For, according to Dr. John Pilkey, “the text claims to narrate and outline the 
earliest origins of Gentile mankind. However, a comparison of the text with 
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known facts of antiquity leaves an immense gap of information and logic. 
For example, Genesis 10:6 names Mizraim, the generic Hebrew name for 
Egypt, as a son of Ham. Now, there is no hint of the concrete steps by 
which this son gave rise to the civilization of Egypt. The brevity of these 
chapters and verses makes its information deeply mysterious. Such gaps of 
information are a challenge for anyone who takes the historicity of the Bible 
seriously. Great masses of extra-Biblical data are invisibly wedged logically 
between every pair of verses in these chapters. Whole histories hide under 
every single name in the Genesis context. The text of Genesis 9-11 defines 
itself as the tip of a vast iceberg the size of a continent” - in fact, not just 
one, but all the continents! Therefore, the issue is not whether to apply 
extra-Biblical data to the text; but, rather, which data is to be applied. 

Genesis 10 study is merely an organization of Gentile data according to 
the logic of the Bible. According to Dr. John Pilkey, “to discredit this study 
as ‘extra-Biblical' is much the same as discrediting the study of Church 
History as postdating the Apostolic Period. No doubt, some Christians are 
offended at the details of Church history, and the same is true of the details 
of the Gentile world of the Genesis 10 study. However, no academic 
program, which acknowledges the value of Church History or the history of 
Israel, can logically discredit the world of Noah, which is the Gentile 
heritage, as irrelevant to Biblical Christianity.” 

The truth is that Noah's Gentile World Community is older than either 
Israel or the Church. Its antiquity commands respect, and it is too essential 
to the context of Jewish and Christian history to be neglected. Dr. Pilkey 
points out that, “Abraham, Moses, David, and Jesus were descendants of 
Noah--and all mankind--were relatives of all the Gentiles. This genetic 
relationship is neither a joke nor an abstraction, and certainly not 
“dangerous speculation.” It is the detailed substance of a world revealed 
explicitly by the inspired text of Genesis 9-11.” In other words, the Noahic 
Cosmos, as depicted in Genesis, is the primordial matrix from which the 
Jewish and Christian systems derive. In fact, the entire world today derives 
from it. The Professor further says, “The text of Genesis 10 is one of those 
better things. It consists of personal and ethnic names; and these names are 
a mighty Treasure, a virgin storehouse of ‘gold, silver, and precious 
Stones’... These names are innocent hostages locked up within the record of 
the original postdiluvian cosmos of Noah. They are a brief, selective record 
of the original postdiluvian cosmos of Noah, the lost stratum of Gentile 
innocence just beneath the surface of what is misnamed “secular history.” 
(5) 

Genesis 10 study is guided by a text of Scripture, but it is also actually 
the study of Gentile tradition by means of that text. Some evangelists and 
fundamentalists are offended with “extra-Biblical” materials in any sort of 
Biblical study, but this is only because they approach the Bible analytically 
for establishing basic scripture doctrine. Most Christians are not historians 
and thus ignorantly neglect ancient history as unimportant in evangelical 
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endeavors. Consequently, a grave vacuum exists in eschatologically 
understanding the historical relevance between “so shall it be in the last 
days” and “as it was in the days of Noah.” A deprivation in understanding 
“the days of Noah” is tantamount to the misunderstanding of “the last 
days.” 

Genesis 6-11 introduces a vast subject, yet says very little about that 
subject. For example, Dr. Pilkey acknowledges, “the text tells us very little 
about the maternity of Noah's sons, and we assume that the mothers are 
not an interpretive crux, but a question of historical science.” He contends 
that, “the only way conventional evangelical scholars can question the right 
to bring Gentile traditions, even mythology, to bear on this question is to 
deny that the sons of Noah have any place in general historical science.” He 
says, “The simple fact is that the bizarre, apocalyptic qualities of Noah's 
world resulted in the classic pagan mythological habit of mind. All of the 
data relevant to the history of man in the third millennium is tinged with 
mythology.” He concludes: “Those who would prohibit the serious study of 
Gentile mythology as a source of historical insight would prohibit the 
formation of any historical science for ancient times.” 


REVOLUTIONARY HISTORY 

If one gets the impression that literate political history begins about the 
time we assign a date for Noah's flood, that impression is quite correct, 
because the flood ushered in a dispensation of human government, even the 
tendency to make oral records of literate political history. Dr. Pilkey 
continues to explain: “There is nothing in the chronological schemes of 
Hallo and Simpson and Finegan or Kramer to suggest that the world 
population could have fallen to eight persons in 2535 BC. On the contrary, 
these writers assume that the literate civilization of Sumer appearing about 
2500 BC could only have been the products of evolutionary progress 
between 2900-2500 BC; so we are faced with a simple and familiar choice 
between dispensational revolution on the one hand, and progressive 
evolution on the other. There is little difference in principle between this 
choice and the one, which divides those who believe Israel, originated 
through random accumulations of Semitic influences, and those who believe 
that Moses led Israel out of Egypt by miraculous power, often decisively, 
“judging the gods of Egypt.” The real problem lies with evangelical scholars 
who allow the third millennium to be interpreted for them by 
POLYGENISTS, while clinging to the second millennium events of the 
Exodus. These scholars apparently suppose that an historical Moses is more 
vital to the Christian faith than a historical Noah is; but they are mistaken! 
A Noah of the third millennium is an historical Noah - a Noah of 
indeterminate antiquity is a non-functional bit of folklore.” (6) 

One of the major claims of scholars today is that we do not have enough 
data to work with and to develop a monogenetic science. Yet, they seem to 
believe that there are plenty of pots and pans, bows and arrows to 


55 


synthesize a polygenetic one; but how much is enough? Alternately, in many 
cases of historical synthesis we have more literary documentation than 
material, and what material evidence we do have, its interpretation is 
mostly dependent on the literary documents, which include important 
names. Furthermore, when it comes to documented names (and as these 
names do testify to a monogenesis), it is pure skepticism and bias of the 
scholars of Near Eastern studies, against the literary testimony of our 
ancestors, to grant historicity to such figures as Sargon and Gilgamesh, yet 
deny it to Utnapishtim. To consider Gilgamesh an historical figure, because 
he is a king within a King List, yet tag Utnapishtim (the Epic’s “Noah” who 
is contemporary with Gilgamesh) as mythical is unjustified. The epic 
references both as equally credible, because they are contemporary and 
inner-act. Utnapishtim is contemporary with Lugalbanda, as well as with his 
son Gilgamesh. Lugalbanda is another legendary Priest-King recorded in 
the Sumerian King List as the third king of the First Dynasty of Uruk. There 
are no historical records to substantiate his historicity, like his father 
Enmerkar, he appears as an heroic king in a number of literary works 
written in Sumerian. 

Known as 'Bilgames’ in Turko-Sumerian and 'Gilgamos’ in Greek, 
Gilgamesh is now widely accepted as an historical figure. His influence 
culminated in the tales found in ‘The Epic of Gilgamesh.’ Later 
Mesopotamian kings would invoke his name and associate his lineage with 
their own. Enmebaragesi was another king of Kish, according to the 
Sumerian king list. Thus, the fragments verifying Enmebaragesi's historicity 
enhance the notion that Gilgamesh is also historical. Further enhancement 
of Gilgamesh’s historicity comes from his being the 5" King of Uruk 
(Erech). Most famously, Shulgi of Ur (2029-1982 BCE), considered the 
greatest king of the Ur III Period (2047-1750 BCE) in Mesopotamia, claimed 
Lugalbanda and Ninsun as his parents, and Gilgamesh as his brother to 
elevate his reign in the eyes of the people. [www.ancient.eu/gilgamesh]. 
Needless to say, if the historicity of King Enmebaragesi enhances 
acceptance of the historicity of Gilgamesh, then it also enhances the 
potential historicity of Lugalbanda, the goddess Nunsun, Lugalbanda’s 
father Enmerkar, as well as the Sumerian Noah, Utnapishtim; and if we 
cross over to other ancient cultural traditions, we may include the potential 
historicity of all other legendary and mythological kings and characters. 

One other reason for a lack of interest in Genesis is that conservatives 
are overtly skeptical about taking Genesis 9-11 at face value, because of its 
radical implications [i.e. its names, events, and chronological implications]. 
For example, if Shem's longevity made him contemporary with Abraham 
(short chronology), a new world of political and religious possibilities opens 
up. Yet, it is not this, but the dismantling of their old system that they fear. 
There is another aspect to all this. Dr. Pilkey suggested that, “Conservatives 
have jumped to the conclusion that because the Book of Genesis presents 
Noah and Shem as godly men, they are somehow Jewish separatists 
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unrelated in culture or thought to paganism and, therefore, unrelated to the 
traditions of the Sumerians, Egyptians, Hindus and Greeks.” (7) 

Dr. Pilkey says the great failure to place Noah's family in an historical 
framework arises from a confused ethical problem, the contrast between 
Noahic mankind and Abrahamic mankind. This problem is traceable to the 
ancient conflict between the Jews and the Gentiles: “...ve know that it is an 
unlawful thing for a man that is a Jew to keep company, or to come unto 
one of another nation.” Here the Jews were God's classic separatist people. 
However, in the Book of Acts, there is a revolution in the Judeo-Christian 
attitude - a crude attitude toward the Gentiles. “But, God hath shown me 
that I should not call any man common or unclean” (Acts 28:10) According 
to the Apostle Paul, we are not to classify racial types for there is no 
difference between Jew and Gentile. Now, where that attitude has not 
changed thoroughly, an attitude of contempt evidences toward the Gentiles 
in their heritage. This makes it difficult to study this subject. The full 
implications of this verse have not penetrated the world of conventional 
evangelical scholarship in dealing with Gentile origins and traditions. 
Bluntly speaking, if it were not for the importance of the Gentile people 
spawning, through Eber (Heber, progenitor of the Hibiru tribes) the 
Hebrews, there would be NO Hebrews, and thus no Israel, and further, no 
Messianic line. 

Another great failure to place Noah's family in an historical framework 
arises from an ignorance of euhemerism and fear of polytheism. This is 
traceable to the neglect of evangelical scholarship to divide the fact of the 
Noahic patriarch from the pantheon deification. Most just cannot see that 
before the “gods” were gods, they were heroic men, the Patriarchs of old, 
no matter what cultural tradition is speaking. Yet, we must not slight the 
fact that God appointed Moses “as Elohim (God) to Pharaoh” (Exodus 7:1). 

The final word on this great secular - separatist battle is Christ's words 
in the parable of the Prodigal Son. The Professor says, that “The parable is 
given to us for showing us how vitally important this conflict is. The older 
brother illustrates the classic separatist or ‘godly man,' whereas, the 
younger brother is a type of secularist rebel. He is capable of repentance, 
like the other brother, and he does repent. Yet, the older brother represents 
a poor attitude towards repentance, like the Pharisees. The older brother's 
attitude is as the bad attitude of contempt for Gentile conversion. This 
creates an ideological climate of hostility, which influences the study of this 
kind of subject. For, the lack of curiosity about the precise origins of an 
enemy, the Gentiles, is very typical of classic Judaism; it continues to 
influence the unrepentant Judaist element of thought, as well as evangelical 
thought.” The same goes with Gentile attitudes toward the Hebrew 
tradition, an Indo-European and other non-Israelite antisemitism. He 
continues: “In classic Judaism, the idea was not to learn about the Gentiles 
but, rather, to overcome their pattern of immorality--their pattern of 
idolatry and wickedness. One way to overcome it was to turn ones back on 
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it and not study it. The classic separatists of Old Testament times were in 
no position to become interested or curious about developing a science or 
knowledge of the Gentiles. This heritage has left us with a scientific 
dilemma. Evangelicals and fundamentalists share in the Judaist component 
of the Christian faith. They are the only people with a high enough view of 
Bible authority to make serious use of the traditions of early Genesis. 
However, the cultural pattern of early Protestant history has endowed these 
same evangelicals with a patricidal Judaist contempt for the Gentile 
heritage. Scholars with a high view of the Bible usually have a low view of 
the Gentiles or Gentile traditions; whereas, others like anthropologists have 
a low view of the Bible and a high regard for the Gentiles and their records. 
Thus, the anthropologists are the cult of the younger brother (the secularist 
rebels), while the classic separatists (the evangelicals and_ the 
fundamentalists) are the cult of the older brother.” 


TABLE OF NATIONS 

The prevailing notion is that the list of names in Genesis 10 is a mere 
table of “Nations” or “Races,” an enumeration of the nations in random 
proximity to Palestine in ancient times. Adopted by modern conservatives 
as well as liberals, this idea is a compromise with the polygenetic viewpoint, 
which dismisses the stories of Adam and Noah as fables. In his lectures, Dr. 
Pilkey informs us that, “Jn dealing with Genesis 10, conventional scholars 
follow the basic logic of Friedrich Schlegal at the turn of the nineteenth 
century. Some Christian scholars who use Schlegal's term “Table of the 
Nations” may not realize that the Germans introduced this term for the 
explicit purpose of discrediting the universal authority of the Bible in 
defining the origin of the nations. Schlegal pointed with scorn at the 
Joktanite set of thirteen names in Genesis 10, asserting that any text with 
this much proportional attention to a few Bedouin (Hebrew) tribesmen 
could not possibly define the origin of the Europeans or other great nations 
outside the Middle East. For Schlegal, the phrase “Table of Nations” meant 
that Genesis 10 was a mere summation of nations located around Palestine 
in the days of Moses. Christian scholars have somehow failed to recognize 
that this view of Genesis 10 destroys the Noahic tradition as a principle of 
historical science. It treats the nations as given of unknown origin in Moses' 
time and in every other time. This agnostic view of the origin of the Nations 
satisfies the logical positivist, the Darwinian, the liberal Humanist and the 
compromising evangelical alike.” (8) 

In reality, Genesis 10 actually lists the names of the first fathers of the 
all the nations of the earth. Unless we accept this claim, there will be no 
real progress in the science of ancient history - only piecemeal adjustments 
of polygenetic schemes. Genesis 10 is not merely a list of nations, but the 
inner anatomy of a cosmos. 

To what extent are the nations of Genesis 10 viewed as the chief stocks 
of mankind (the major races of mankind), rather than a narrow and casual 
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set of nations living in proximity to Palestine? One of the standard views 
weakening Genesis 10 study is the conventional view that the chapter only 
contains references to nations, not Patriarchs. Non-Biblical historians 
believe, if they believe at all, that the nations represented in Genesis are 
simply a random and narrow selection of nations living around Palestine 
(such as Egypt, Babylon, and Sumer), and that they do not have value as the 
primary stocks of mankind. To the contrary, the people of Noah's family 
reflected in Genesis 10 have primary value to the entire world. Their 
genetics extend to all portions of the earth, having no geographic 
restrictions or limits. Genesis 10 does have universal value in terms of the 
nations purported there. The Nations “traditions,” as a composite whole, 
point directly to a monogenesis from Noah. 

Some scholars suggest that the Genesis record is purely a “Semitic” 
account of a purely Semitic people. In that sense, the Table of Nations is an 
isolated Semite list that can have no great comparison to non-Semitic 
records. In addition, they claim that the characters of the non-Semitic 
records have no identifications in the Genesis list of nations and patriarchs. 
The Genesis list is, however, not purely Semitic, nor is there any problem 
with identifying the patriarchs with the Gentile counterparts. This “Jew vs. 
Gentile” distinction disappears before the birth of Isaac, for the simple 
reason that there were no “Jews” before Judah, and that there were no 
“Israelites” before Israel. Yet, both Semites and non-Semites extended back 
to the early times of Noah. Thus, anything before Judah, Israel, and 
Abraham is a mixture of both pagan and sacred through Noah. The pagan 
traditions are only reflections of this Noahic prehistory - Tower of Babel 
distortions and later perversions of Noahic history. 


MULTIPLE NAMES 

The family of Noah was so renowned that they were remembered all 
over the ancient world, even by different names in different places. An 
example, for instance, would be the names in the Babylonian Enuma-Elis 
Epic, an ancient so-called mythological document telling of the creation and 
settlement of the world by the Gods, their wars, events, and political 
intrigues. If we add to this the oldest stories, mythologies, and legendary 
accounts of all the other nations of the world it becomes apparent that they 
too are only so many different versions of the same list of patriarchs 
mentioned in Genesis. The Babylonians remember them in the Marduk 
Creation Epic. The Finns have them in the Kalevala, while the Brits recount 
the same in the Eddas. The Popol Vuh, the Mayan book of the Dawn of Life, 
the Kumulipo Hawaiian creation chant, and the Japanese Kojiki are just a 
few of the other many examples of national memories of Noahic times. A 
mono-mythological correlation of such traditions reveals a coherent record 
of the times of Noah. The reason for such coherence in tradition is that this 
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period is a single period with a single set of Patriarchs, and it is their entire 
heritage, which is the heritage of the entire human race. 

The Noahic family was so prominent and so powerful, that all the 
nations, whether pro or con, were originally obsessed with this family. This 
is a very basic traditional view taken by many of our oldest mythologies and 
by such mythographers as Jacob Bryant, George Faber, and others. These 
Biblicists recognized this truth and knew that Noah's family must have been 
overwhelmingly predominant to create such a fixation as these early nations 
held. As a result, they taught that all the nations must have versions of this 
Noahic family. Because the truth of these patriarchs was a_ shared 
conviction, each culture spoke of them (in its own language) with different 
names, titles, and political views. 

The family of Noah is a focal point of origins. It was the Third- 
Millennium's only power center. The early history of Genesis and all the 
histories of the Gentiles, come out of this Noahic tradition. All the names in 
their accounts have a connection with Noah's cosmos and, thus, with 
Genesis. Monogenesis implies the simultaneous origin of all the races and 
linguistic stocks in one place and at one time. It is the Big Bang of all 
present human life. Modern DNA research is slowly substantiating this, for 
rather than human genetics expanding back into a multiplicity of origins, it 
continues to focus towards a small group of genetic ancestors, if not a 
single parental pair. It is not far-fetched to consider all primary creation 
mythologies as having one origin. 

The principle in Genesis holds that all humankind is coming out of 
Mesopotamia, specifically the scene of the Tower of Babel. It also implies 
that the linguistic stocks are coming out within the 350-year lifetime of 
Noah. Dr. Pilkey informs us that all the different language stocks were just 
tribes in the days of Noah, but they were poised and ready to move 
outwards into their appointed places in only slightly more than one-half of 
the lifetime of Noah, and within a few hundred years after the flood. He 
says that Noah's capacity to bring all the linguistic stocks and races into 
such a rapid existence within his (Noah’s) lifetime indicates that his family 
was the most powerful ruling house in the history of mankind and, 
originally, the only one. The Gentiles, consequently, recorded their versions 
of these events in their languages and memorialized the Noahic family 
members with their own names and titles, emphasizing some patriarchal 
figures over others for political reasons. 


EXTRA-BIBLICAL MATERIALS 

How prominent were these Biblical patriarchs? What were their 
histories? Where does one go to find available data and_ historical 
information concerning the patriarchs? If mythology is one source, then 
many of the characters mentioned must refer to the Biblical patriarchs, and 
even though they call them “gods,” we may understand them as humans 
according to Genesis. 
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If one cares to believe in monogenesis from Noah's family, then it is 
necessary also to believe that these mythical gods had their origin in the 
Noahic world. In actuality, all the ‘gods’ of Pagan tradition with their 
histories and events are only the corrupt versions of the histories of the 
Biblical Patriarchs. In other words, the Patriarchs of Genesis 10 and their 
histories are real people and real histories, locked up in the pagan 
mythologies of all the races of the world. It is, therefore, necessary that we 
go to these records and synthesize them into the Biblical Genesis, if we are 
to begin understanding early Noahic events. We might say that we de- 
paganize the names and histories recorded by the Nations when we 
reinterpret the characters as the Genesis Patriarchs. 


THE GODS WERE MEN 

According to the Greek historian, Euhemerus, an early Greek 
mythographer who lived around 300 BC, the many ‘gods’ of the various 
mythologies arose out of the deification of dead hero-men. His mythological 
interpretation reduced the 'gods' to the level of distinguished men, leaders, 
kings, and heroes. The origin of mythology, to him, arose from the 
corrupting of earlier primordial historical events of these heroes. To him, 
the many gods were only so many versions of earlier famous leaders, deified 
by their descendants. In Genesis 10 studies, this approach to interpreting 
mythology is called “Euhemerism” or the Euhemerist approach. 

Euhemerus described, in his imaginary journey to the Island of 
Pomchaea in the Indian Ocean, his finding a golden tablet that described 
the exploits of the gods Zeus, Ouranus, and Cronus. It is interesting that the 
description mentioned that the gods were mere men at one time, and that, 
before they were gods (made into gods), they were just men of great power 
and ruler ship. This was not a new invention by the mythographer. 
Euhemerus was only expounding upon earlier theories of Asian scholars 
and other Grecian writers such as Hecataeus, Stesimbrotus, and the 
Sophists. However, Euhemerus was not the last to contemplate this theory. 
Many others followed him in euhemeristic studies, such as Diodorus in his 
Bibliotheke and Ennius in his poem Fuhemerus. The early Christian Church 
Fathers also contemplated a variation of Euhemerism in their Church 
writings. Many of them (one example being Lactantius), adopted this theory 
for different reasons. Many of their quotes confirm the belief that the many 
gods were not true divinities. Later mythographers also revived the 
Euhemeristic interpretation in their quest for understanding and explaining 
the ancient past. As the printing press advanced education among the laity, 
and Scripture promoted deeper inquiry into the past, many historians 
adopted the Euhemeristic approach to origins. It was inevitable that such a 
revolution in monogenetic study developed, for the Biblical Genesis account 
was the basis for all historical research. 


THE EARLY MYTHOGRAPHERS (9) 
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In the study of mythology, there have been many viewpoints and 
approaches: The Rationalists, Historicists, and Diffusionists vs. the 
Animists, Irrationalists, Psychologists, and Fictionists are just a few. Yet, 
the strongest of the earliest theories was the Historicist's view, which 
contended for 'mythos' as ‘logos and historia,' as opposed to 'mythos' as 
‘fable and fiction.' In retrospect of scholarly studies, we see the sublime 
contention between religion (myth) and culture as the independent 
unguided activity of man and the more religious view, that it is the divine 
activity and heavenly planning of God. Today, it has evolved into the debate 
between the Biblical monogenism and secular polygenism. The grass roots 
period of 1680 to about 1850 was this speculative period of new methodical 
research and theories where all our major ideas (models) of the nature of 
myth have their bases of foundation; whereas, the decades of the Twentieth 
century, though segmented and fragmented, hold the specialized remains. 

There are many mythological theories, each having their own views, 
ideas, and approaches. Some of these mythographers and founding 
theorists supporting the common origin hypothesis were the mono- 
mythologists. For example, Eduard Stucken* and the school of pan- 
Babylonianists, though opposed by the contemporary polygenist Adolf 
Bastian, contended for the direct and indirect origins of mythology from the 
cradle of mankind, Mesopotamia. Even though he emphasized the 
astronomical significance of myth, he indirectly laid some foundations for 
later Twentieth-century developments of monogenetic research. In 
supporting the common origin of most myths, he, in his pan-Babylonian 
school of thinking, showed the common monogenetic origin of all mankind. 
Through thematic comparisons, parallel similarities and some 
identifications between mythic heroes and gods, he was also able to point 
out the similarities of the mythologies as records of the same events, 
stories, and astronomical signs. 

[* Eduard Stucken, “Astral myths of the Hebrews, Babylonians, and Egyptians,” Leipzig, 
Pfeiffer, 1896-1907. NOTE: Eduard Stucken, a pan-Babylonists (Astral-mythological school), 
believed that most of the world-wide narratives that are classified as mythology actually deal 
with astronomy. For the pan-babylonists the astral element they could uncover in a variety of 


religions and myths demonstrated they had a common origin, and this origin was in Babylon 
circa 3000 BCE. ]. 


THE HISTORICISTS: MYTH AS HISTORY 

As a key to history, many scholars of the 1680's to the 1850's thought 
mythology would illumine the mysterious lost pages of antiquity and many 
other fields of thought stationed around myth. Such authors as Feret, 
Gibbon, Vico, Herder, Creuzer, Michlet, Quinet, K.O. Muller, and Max 
Muller contended for mythology as a central or synoptic study - a primary 
extra-study and great master field of importance. Some of the fields in 
which they claim myth would illumine were philology, linguistics, religion 
and art. These authors were not so much monogenists as they were 


62 


historicists. In interpreting myth, one can be an historicist and not be a 
monogenist. 


THE MYTHOGRAPHERS 


THE ENLIGHTENMENT PERIOD: THE RATIONALISTIC AND 
CHRISTIAN APPROACHES, 1700-1750 

Others to come would contribute to monogenetic research. During the 
Enlightenment Period, many new discoveries were made that would 
advance the Christian interpretation of mythology. William Stukeley 
studied myth in the narrow view of antiquarian nationalism in his 
“Stonehenge: A Temple Restored to the British Druids”, but nevertheless, 
proclaimed that Christianity was as old as Creation. Thomas Blackwell, 
another 18th century mythographer, believed myth to be true and valuable 
literary records of the earliest times, in the study of religious beliefs and 
social codes of early heroic societies (see his studies in, “Letters 
Concerning Mythology,” London, 1757). The highly respected Etienna 
Fourmont, in his “Critical Reflections on the Accounts of Ancient Peoples” 
(1683-1745), used etymological research to show that most of the heathen 
deities were mere linguistic variations of Biblical names, establishing for 
Christians the basic principles and methods of multiple-name verifications. 
About the same time, Samuel Shuckford established in his thesis “The 
Sacred and Profane History of the World Connected,” that the Bible was 
chronologically and literally true history. He pushed all early extra-Biblical 
narratives into a harmony with the Scriptural account. Basing his 
arguments on the old Euhemerism of earlier centuries, Shuckord was able 
to contend against such persons as Antoine Banier (The Mythology of the 
Ancients Explained from History), for the gods as deified mortals (heroes); 
treating mythology as historical records of earlier times prior to the 
established commencement of recorded history. His work also established 
the foundations and methods of verification of monogenesis for later 
Genesis 10 identifications (See his work: “Sacred and Profane History of the 
World Connected,” 1st. ed.1728 and Last edition, 1858). 


THE ROMANTIC PERIOD: 1750-1800 

This is the age of new archaeological findings and the beginnings of the 
depreciation of the rational and skeptical views of mythology. Where the 
Enlightenment had studied to discredit myth, the Romantic Period 
developed to celebrate and even create new myths out of the old, as in the 
example of the poetry of James Macpherson. Others treated myth as a mode 
of thinking, a function of the imagination, as in the case with Mr. Herder 
and Charles de Brosses, who used myth as a key to animism, African 
fetishism, and early religious needs. During this period, others such as 
Baron d'Holbach and R. P. Knight were using myth as a means either to 
condemn Christianity or to reduce myth to sexual symbolism. New 
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historical approaches to myth were also developing in the works of such 
scholars as Christian Haynes, Sir William Jones, and the early 
mythographic scholar, Jacob Bryant. All these, especially the last two, 
have contributed greatly to the field of monogenetic study. 


THE GOLDEN AGE OF ROMANTICISM AND HISTORICISM: 1800- 
1860 

With new parts of the world opening up to travel (through the 
development of the steamship and locomotive), such as India, Egypt and 
Polynesia, many new collections of mythologies and social customs of other 
peoples were added to the study of man's past, spawning new schools of 
theories and ideas. This period established three basic views of myth: the 
historical, the romantic, and the naturalistic. Holderlin, Novalis, and Joseph 
Gorres, even Godfrey Higgins, established the pan-Indian hypothesis that 
all myth derived from India. Others, such as Wilheim and Jacob Grimm 
touched on the theory of myth, as a residue of an earlier state of man. 
Others of great importance were George Stanley Faber and Andrew 
Ramsey who contended for Christianity and the Bible, while hypothesizing 
upon the origins of idolatry and paganism. They based their thesis on the 
monogenetic doctrine as found in the Bible and thus emphasized the origins 
of all mystery-schools and religions from the common experience of the Ark 
and the diluvian year. Dr. Pilkey, for instance, sums up George Faber, Jacob 
Bryant, and others of this period as follows: 

“If you want to see an experiment in this kind of logic on religion, George 
Stanley Faber, in his "Origin of Pagan Idolatry,' had some very strong views 
traditional to early Euhemerism. He tried to take the mystery cults, for 
example, directly out of an obsession with the salvation experience of the 
Ark of Noah and its members, the eight survivors and their events. Now, 
Faber believed that there was an obsession on the part of the Gentile 
Nations with their origin: the experience with the Ark and the rebuilding of 
the nations after the Flood. His work is very much a part, if not a 
foundation stone, to Genesis research; but he was more concerned with the 
impact of the diluvian year--the tremendous salvation experience that was 
compared to Christian baptism of going through the Flood. Euhemerism 
was a novelty, judged against the background of Genesis 10 study in the 
crucial period between 1650 and 1850. During those two centuries arose a 
Genesis 10 movement based on such works as Samuel Bochart's 
‘Geographia Sacra,' Paul Pezron's 'The Antiquities of Nations,’ William 
Stukeley's ‘Stonehenge,' Francis Wise's ‘History and Chronology of the 
Fabulous Ages,' Jacob Bryant's "A New Analysis of Mythology,' George 
Faber's ‘Origin of Pagan Idolatry' and Alexander Hislop's 'The Two 
Babylon’s.' 

“In 1940, E. B. Hungerford, in 'Shores of Darkness,’ labeled these writers 
“mythographers;” and acknowledged their influence on British Romantic 
poets, but condemned their thought as contrary to the anthropological 
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spirit of modern positivistic science. In general, Hungerford represented 
the voice of liberal humanism at war with the great bogey of Christian 
Fundamentalism. Not all of the mythographers were consistent 
fundamentalists, but their general logic represented a powerful untapped 
resource of fundamentalist argument. Humanist anthropology was born as 
mythography died, in the interval between 1820 and 1860. Alexander 
Hislop's 'The Two Babylon’s'(1854) typified what became of Euhemerism in 
the hands of the separatist extremists. Hislop was a Scot and Presbyterian 
and typified the Scottish Separatist tradition that Sir Walter Scott satirized 
in ‘Old Morality’ in 1816. The ‘Two Babylon’s' is an attack on Roman 
Catholicism, based on the logical methods of Jacob Bryant's New System as 
modified by Faber's Pagan Idolatry. The three books should be studied 
together because they reveal the steady decline of Genesis 10 research 
from the heroic vision of Paul Pezron down to Hislop's time. The 
imaginative challenge of Genesis 10 is to explain the evils of Genesis 9-11 
without destroying the whole subject. Bryant approached the subject from a 
heroic angle but set pejorative precedents followed by Faber and Hislop. 
Fascinated by the Abrahamic War of Genesis-14, Bryant interpreted it as 
the climax of a long-standing spiritual struggle highlighted in the Greek 
mythology of the Titan-Olympian War. In our own system, we have not been 
able to eliminate this dualistic approach altogether; but the Abrahamic War 
was an ambivalent and ironic affair in which Abraham fought on the side of 
the Amorites and the King of Sodom! Neither Bryant nor Hislop expressed a 
taste for such subtle ties but went for the Gentile jugular, in keeping with 
the standard separatist attempt to reduce mankind to two visible stocks, the 
godly, and the ungodly. Bryant's ungodly were the Cushites, the tribe of 
Prince Cush, the black firstborn son of Ham; but, before jumping to 
conclusions about Bryant's racism, we should take note that his Cushites 
are a race of heroic ‘worthy adversaries,’ with the author constantly 
referring to their cleverness and unique capacity to create civilization. 

“In fact, one of his critics ridiculed his belief that the ‘wooly heads' of 
Africa created world civilization. Bryant's views of Prince Cush, however, 
was the reverse of the truth. Our evidence shows that Cush became a 
Semitic loyalist in opposition to the rebel faction of Ham, Canaan, and 
Sidon. Faber dropped Bryant's concern for the heroic wars and the origins 
of civilization and turned Bryant's tradition in the elegiac direction of 
religious psychology. His special concern was the psychological impact of 
the diluvian year--the voyage of the Ark--on the religious imagination of 
mankind, especially the occult rituals of the mystery religions. A favorite 
tradition of Faber has stated that mankind passed through three religious 
stages: Barbarism, Scythism, and Hellenism. In his view, these survived in 
primitive animism, stoic Buddhism and the colorful sensuous polytheism of 
Greece, India, and Egypt; but all these owed something to the traumas of 
the diluvian and post-diluvian worlds. In our view, these survived in 
primitive India and Egypt. Faber's chief fault was in carrying forward 
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Bryant's habit of identifying too many different pagan gods with too small a 
set of Noahic princes--a fault shared with other British mythographers, such 
as William Stukeley--who makes too much of Prince Phut, Edward Davies 
who makes too much of Prince Ashkenaz, and Agernon Herbert--who makes 
too much of Prince Nimrod. 

“The essence of Biblical Euhemerism is to bring the entire pagan 
pantheons to focus in Genesis 10; but Genesis 10 includes some seventy 
princes of equal importance, not just three, or four. The premature monism 
of the early British mythographers led Hislop’'s tendency to make a grand 
spiritual scapegoat out of Nimrod, son of Cush. We share in Bryant's 
conviction that Nimrod was a leader of the rebel faction that planned the 
Tower of Babel, but not in Hislop's conception of him as a unique 
incarnation of evil. Our criticism of Hislop is not to add to the case against 
extreme separatism, but to suggest why mythographers have never been 
given a real hearing. The only Christian scholars sufficiently devoted to the 
radical power of Genesis 9-11 has developed a separatist contempt for the 
Gentiles, inconsistent with any sort of affirmative zeal for the Noahic world. 
The key theological problem in classic separatism is the failure to recognize 
how dispensational revolutions in Christianity eliminated from the moral 
world the sort of pious, assassin's role exhibited, for example, by Phineas in 
Numbers 25:11. As an imaginative author, Hislop coveted such a role, 
attributing it to Prince Shem through the vehicle of the Osiris-Seth myth of 
Egypt. Drawn to the coincidence of Seth's name with Shem's ancestor, 
father of the godly Sethite line, Hislop concluded that Osiris' death at Seth's 
hands was a supreme act of righteous indignation--Shem's divine blow at 
the “gay-sinner,” Prince Nimrod, the blasphemous Antichrist of Noahic 
times. Hislop poured into his portrait of Nimrod-Osiris, a diabolical hatred 
of Blacks under the assumption that Nimrod was visibly Negroid, as was his 
father Cush. In short, 'Two Babylon’s' epitomizes much of the animus that 
has brought radical Protestantism into modern disrepute. Hislop's fellow 
Scott, L.A. Waddell, completed the process by adding the diabolical 
ingredients of anti-Semitism and Nordic supremacy. Together, the two 
books, 'Two Babylon’s' and ‘Makers of Race and Civilization' bring us to the 
cultural nadir opposite to the mythological-mythographic cause, first 
through a hasty devotion to the name of Shem, then through a hastier 
repudiation of the same name. A new monogenetic system must overcome 
the errors of the past; several steps are essential. One is to notice the 
elaborate structure of Genesis 10 as evidence of high-spirited creativity in 
the early post-diluvian world. Noah's community must be viewed in the light 
of cultural enterprise no matter what evils entered the scene. This 
enterprise was both geographic and genetic, and the genetic factor is 
perhaps the most crucial. We must adopt radical views of early post- 
diluvian marriage and suspends separatist notions of the ‘godly seed,' 
simply by the fact that Noah was a Sethite, and all three of his sons were 
Sethites; and the entire human race, assuming a universal flood, is Sethite. 
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Separatistic dualism did not go back into effect until after the call of 
Abraham and the birth of the nation of Israel through Abraham's grandson 
Jacob. Shem's Messianic line, in Genesis-11, is substantially genetic but 
chiefly political. 

“In its monogenetic condition, Noah's family practiced [Divinely designed] 
incest and [non-random, but genetically controlled] polygamy according to 
a Utopian scheme for generating a plenitude of races. [Yet, in some cases, 
outside Noahic controls] we have discovered a potentially scandalous gap in 
the Semite line between Arphaxad-1 and Salah, filled by a woman variously 
known as Inanna, Ishtar, Ino, or Diti. Through her marriage to Sidon, 
firstborn son of Ham's son Canaan, the politically determined Semite line 
descended from the male line of Ham and Canaan, producing grave 
theocratic consequences, but without “polluting the godly seed.” (10) 


GENESIS - SINGLE ORIGIN 

The belief in the Biblical tradition of man's origin, which includes a 
universal flood, eight survivors, and a monogenesis of all the nations of the 
world, is of prime importance if there is to be any progress in the science of 
human origins. The early nineteenth-century mythographer, George S. 
Faber, in his 'Origin of Pagan Idolatry,' suggests that a close examination of 
the theology and mythologies of the heathen nations “forces us to conclude 
that all mankind were once assembled together in a single community, and 
that they afterwards spread themselves in detached bodies over the face of 
the whole earth. Holy Scripture asserts that such was actually the fact. (11) 
Thus, the nations of the earth genetically arose from the Noahic family, 
which included the differing skin pigmentation (“races”), languages, and 
peoples of the modern world. The Bible shows itself to be a book of 
knowledge, of race, of ethnology as well as of salvation theology. In Genesis 
studies, it is a gold mine of historical information for the student. The 
genealogical and chronological data contained in the Genesis is of crucial 
importance for the proper study of pre-Abrahamic history. No other book in 
the world establishes a stronger foundation for the interpretation of man's 
ancient beginnings. 

It is easy to notice, without much effort, that Genesis, chapters 10 and 
11 are loaded with ethnological and genealogical information, which lists 
tribes, peoples, nations, and the names of many of the founding patriarchs. 
As far as historical information and biographies, the chapters are 
admittedly lacking much detail. They only give us names and genealogical 
ties with some historical motifs. Since much historical detail is absent from 
these chapters for a thorough historical synthesis, one must go to other 
biographies and histories for further commentary. Where does one go to 
find out more of Noah’s family and what they did to reestablish the nations 
of the earth? Besides the Hebrew account, we have other national records 
to ‘fill in the blanks.’ The missing chronicles are obtainable from the extra- 
Biblical cosmologies of the nations. 
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George Faber shows us that it is to the records of the Gentiles that we 
must go if we are to find the histories and details of Noah's family members. 
The myths, legends, genealogies, and king lists of the ancients are a rich 
supply of materials for Biblical monogenetic studies. Each cosmogony has 
its monogenesis, its flood, and cosmic beginning; its creation account and 
pantheon of gods (patriarchs), in support of the Biblical Genesis account. 
Even though the names differ and the stories vary between the accounts, 
the identities are mostly the same. Interestingly, one of the most important 
observations gained from comparative mythology is that there is no mention 
of evolution. The development of mankind is spontaneous and derivative of 
the actions of “the gods” or a god, and all come out from some cosmic abyss 
of celestial waters - the primeval chaos. There is no hint of any 'primates' 
preceding the civilized races of man; and justly so, for the re-creation times 
of Noah are more recent and surely would be remembered by his 
descendants over the original primordial creation. 

Now, according to Mr. Faber, the reason that the various systems of 
pagan idolatry in different parts of the world correspond so closely (both in 
their evident purport and in numerous points of arbitrary resemblance), “is 
because they cannot have been struck out independently in several 
countries, where they have been established. But must have all originated 
from some common source.” It then follows, since each has a pantheon of 
gods or heroes, as Genesis has patriarchs, the mythical names, when 
compared to the Biblical names, become crucial focal points for the 
historian in the reconstruction of post-flood history. To reconstruct any 
history from such sources, a thorough chronological and genealogical study 
must be made of the major pantheons. Once done, a rough historical 
sequence of events will surface. The Genesis names and events will lose 
their fictional and legendary character, and the Gentile records will reveal 
their genuine historicity. These pagan gods and heroes become who they 
really are - the members of the royal house of Noah. 

The following study in Hebrew and Gentile traditions is an attempt at 
just this: the re-establishment of a firm genealogical and chronological 
foundation upon which is built an authentic proto-history of man. Contrary 
to modern scientific cosmology, every tradition and mythology in the world 
attests to some form of monogenesis of man. There is not found one 
cosmology demonstrating a multiple or polygenetic origin or evolutionary 
process for man. Rather, the ancients, for the same reasons of the writer of 
Genesis, believed in a single creation ‘beginning’ of mankind, whether it 
was from a divine pair or a small family, or even a larger family than the 
Noahic octad. This is the one thing that Hebrew and Gentile cosmogony has 
in common, a monogenesis. 

The following is not an anthropological nor an archaeological study of 
monogenism, but a literary-archaeological one. Every creation myth or 
myth of beginnings testifies to a 'Creation' or 'Beginning' in a monogenetic 
fashion, whether it is from some cosmic egg, a lotus flower, or cosmic 
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ocean. If anyone is interested in following this up they may refer to 
“Primeval Myths” by Barbara C. Sproul, Harper and Row Publishers, New 
York, 1979. 


BIBLICAL GENEALOGIES 

The importance of genealogies is evident in their extensive use in both 
Jewish and Gentile traditions. The Biblical and mythological chronicles of 
the nations are full of them. The ancient Hebrews, for instance, 
incorporated them in their Old Testament writings, which God Himself 
required them to record for memorializing their 'chosen' lineage. It was not 
different with the nations in their chronicles, which we call mythology. 

To them it was important that they should be “enrolled by such 
genealogies, according to their generations and the heads of their fathers’ 
households” (I Chronicles 7:9 and 9:1). With this record, future generations 
could look back with dignity and authority to a genealogical tradition 
extending back to humanity’s first parents. However, as to the future, Israel 
could also know (from the promises and prophecies of God), that one day 
God would send them a Savior and Redeemer from the Messianic Line from 
Adam, through Noah, and Abraham. The Hebrew genealogical tradition is 
one of the oldest and most accurately recorded testaments. It extends back 
from modern times and the time of Christ to King David, the Judges of 
Israel, and to Abraham. The Genesis account continues this Messianic line 
all the way back to Noah, through the flood, and then back to Adam. 

The early Christian Apostles also testify to the importance of Biblical 
genealogies. St. Matthew quotes from the Genesis account of Moses and 
brings the genealogy up to the birth of Christ, with the objective of showing 
the divine origin of the Messiah and fulfillment of God's promise of the 
coming Savior. St. Luke re-emphasizes the importance of the genealogical 
tradition and the messianic lineage in his chapter three. St. Paul in his 
letter to the Romans alludes to this also in his comparison between Adam, 
who brought death to all mankind, and the Savior, who brought life for all 
mankind. Without this genealogical system, such statements of the 
Prophets and Apostles would have no meaning. 


EXTRA-BIBLICAL GENEALOGIES 

The other nations of the world also used genealogies extensively in their 
mythologies to memorialize 'their' heroes and ancestral fathers, which as 
we have pointed out were the same Noahic Family! Most of these patriarchs 
were so famous and heroic that later generations actually ‘deified' them; 
thus, they introduced polytheism into the world. These mythic and sacred 
genealogies, though of different backgrounds, do have one thing in 
common. All of them seem to lead back to an original primitive pair, a small 
family of 'gods' (a pantheon), and record some “creation” story or cosmic 
disruption. The nations accounts sometimes vary in corruption according to 
time and distance. The potential historical trace-memories they contain are 
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extremely important to the historian. When compared, these extra-Biblical 
accounts help to substantiate the Scriptural teaching of monogenesis of 
man. 

Unlike modern anthropological polygenetic interpretations, 
monogenetic studies ultimately lead the historian to some creative cosmic 
intrigue. Without the consideration of such traditional materials, 
anthropological assumptions and evolutionary theories take over, discard 
Genesis, and distort the fabric of historical research, ironically creating a 
mythology in itself. The ultimate consequence is a scattered and confused 
past that has no answers. Professor George Smith in his ‘Patriarchal Age' 
(1848) explains the cause of all this confusion about prehistory among 
modern scholars, when he says that the problem, “...appears to be that 
authors regard the origin of nations as entirely unconnected with the 
primitive family of Noah and the light thrown upon the earthly history of 
mankind by Divine Inspiration. (12) 

The only resolution to this confusion and the most important 
interpretive key to origin study is the Scriptural doctrine of monogenesis. 
Even the heathen myths testify to monogenesis, as Jacob Bryant points out 
in his 'New Analysis of Mythology: “...from their evidence, and from what 
has preceded, we shall find, that the Deluge was the grand epoch of every 
ancient Kingdom. It is to be observed, that when colonies made any 
settlements, they engrafted their antecedent history upon the subsequent 
events of the place (settled). (13) 


THE FLOOD KEY 

The Flood, therefore, is necessary for the revision of ancient history. 
Without it, no one can or ever will truly interpret man's origin. Ancient 
history will stay a hodge-podge of segmented ethnological monographs. It 
is, therefore, a hasty act of the mind and unsound judgment to reject the 
admission of the Deluge because it does not suit one's pre-adopted theories. 
The more one studies geology, as Henry Morris has done (The Genesis 
Flood), the more they will be convinced that the opponents of the Mosaic 
account of the Noahic deluge have not advanced one single step in 
accounting for the present state of things. For, as it is an event that has 
really occurred, as every cultural mythology attests to, it will be as 
impossible to form a true theory of origins without it, as it would be to write 
a history of England without Roman, Saxon, and Danish invasions. (14) 


MONO-MYTHOLOGICAL TRADITION 

The principle of monogenesis found in the traditions and genealogies of 
the world necessitate the assumption of a more mono-mythological 
tradition, rather than a polygenetic one. Each traditional genealogical 
record traces itself back to a common 'pantheon' of gods, and these usually 
trace back to some primal, divine pair. The Greeks, for instance, claim that 
the god Cronus was the son of Hellen, who was respectfully the son of the 
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flood hero, Deucalion. Many other traditions claim a similar 'common' origin 
for man and his mythical traditions. 

A comparison of these various traditions and genealogies demonstrate a 
universal similarity in the hierarchic structure of the early economy of the 
‘gods,' i.e. the patriarchs of the Genesis account. This also reveals the high 
probability of a common identification between the various pantheons as 
well as a single mythological tradition. The monogenesis revealed in 
Genesis, therefore, explains the commonality of all the mythic traditions of 
men. At least most of the primary myths are of universal importance. 

The national cosmogonies and their pantheons of gods originate out of 
the single intrigue of Noah's Flood and Family. As these cosmogonies 
developed from a gradual corruption of Noahic patriarchalism, it 
necessarily follows that the great outlines of the latter were the outline of 
the former. With such being the case, George Faber, in his ‘Origin of Pagan 
Idolatry,’ could accurately state that “pagan Idolatry will be (found to be) 
Noahic Patriarchalism in grotesque masquerade.” (15) Regarding the 
previously discussed similarities of all the pagan systems of myth and ritual, 
Mr. Faber said, “The fact is that the various theological systems of the 
Gentiles agree, not only in what is obvious and natural, but also in what is 
arbitrary and circumstantial. There is such a singular, minute, and regular 
accordance between them, both in fanciful speculations, and in artificial 
observances, that no person who takes the pains of thoroughly investigating 
the subject, can avoid being fully persuaded, that they must all have sprung 
from some common origin. (16) “Now, the reason for this is because the 
theory of monogenesis is a fact of history and not a fictional representation. 
For, their various theories respecting this production are of such a nature 
as to show very evidently that they must have sprung from some common 
primeval origin. In many points, they bear so close a resemblance to the 
Mosaic cosmogony, that it can scarcely have been the effect of mere 
accident. (17) “And, this Universal accordance, which it is almost 
superfluous to attempt formally to prove, can only be _ satisfactorily 
accounted for on the principle of the common origination of all the 
mythological systems of the Gentiles. (18) “Available data, when arranged 
properly and applied to the monogenetic scheme, will reveal traces of the 
Noahic history. This will in turn facilitate the revision and reconstruction of 
the history of that whole period which ranges from the subsidence of the 
Flood to the birth of Abraham.” (19) 


CHRONOLOGY REVEALED 

The comparison of Jewish and Gentile traditions reveals a startling 
similarity of prehistoric chronological intrigues. The first and most 
prominent traditional motif is a flood - the cosmic chaos of waters. The next 
is the small group of survivors or pantheon of creator gods. In most of them 
the creation and flood are confounded together, giving the flood event 
greater prominence. The Sacred Mountain is another motif. In almost every 
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mythology concerning Creation, a Sacred Mountain stands up out of the 
chaos of Creation or flood waters as symbolic of the gods' graces upon the 
survivors. In the myths, the mountains act as a home or heaven for the 
gods. Mt. Olympus, Etna, and Meru are only a few examples of the Biblical 
Mt. Ararat. In Mesopotamian tradition, it is Mt. Mashu; in Egypt and the 
Near East, it is represented by pyramids and ziggurats. The Hindus of 
ancient India remember this sacred mountain as Meru or SuMeru, 
established and inhabited after Manu's legendary flood. Ancient Armenians 
called the mountain “Azatn Masis,” which meant “holy” and “free” in the 
Old Armenian language. To Western Civilization, the most famous tradition 
of the Sacred Mountain, second to the Biblical Mt. Ararat, is Mt. Olympus, 
the dwelling place of the Greek gods. The tradition of Deucalion and his 
flood is duplicated in the legends of the Ogyges Flood and Mt. Etna (or 
Athos). The Sumerians, Akkadians, and Assyrians each believed that Mt. 
Ararat was not only the home of their gods, but also the source of their 
civilizations, as the waters of the Tigris and Euphrates Rivers flowed 
downwards from the mountain to fertilize the lands adjacent to their cities 
and settlements. Armenians have many myths and legends about the base 
of the Ararat Mountains, many of which predate Christianity, and include 
dragons, snakes, and other reptilian monsters... Movses Khorenatsi (c. 410- 
490s CE), an Armenian historian and the author of the History of Armenia, 
wrote that Armenians are the direct descendants of Noah through his son 
Japheth, and that “Haik,” the mythical founder of Armenia and ancestor to 
all Armenians, established his nation within the vicinity of Mt. Ararat.* 
* https://www.ancient.eu/Mount Ararat 


These stories, therefore, illustrate that the ancients retained in their 
cosmogonies the memories of a singular origin and historical period all 
derived from a sacred mountain and mountain range. Both Sacred and 
Profane writers often allude to these emblems, symbols, and motifs. The 
whole system of historical motifs, according to Jacob Bryant,* was designed 
as “a display of God's wisdom and goodness; and to transmit to latest 
prosperity memorials of the preservation of mankind. The symbols in 
ancient times were instead of writing; harmless, if not abused: nay, of great 
consequence when directed to a proper purpose. Such were the Serpent, 
the Ark, the Iris, and the Dove; together with many others, to which there 
are apparent allusions in Scripture. He continues: I/t is true, that these 
symbols were at least perverted; and the memorials above mentioned 
degenerated into idolatrous rites, and worship. It was accordingly, the 
purpose of Providence, in its dispensations to the Israelites, to withdraw 
them from this idolatry of the Gentiles; and this was affected, not by 
denying them the use of those characters, which were the current types of 
the world, and to which they had constantly been used; but to adapt the 
same to a better purpose, and defeat the evil by a contrary destination. (20) 
[* A New Analysis of Ancient Mythology. ] 
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POLYGENETIC REJECTIONS 

Contrary to Biblical testimony, many modern historians have formulated 
multiple origin theories. It appears that for every continent there is a point 
of origin. Anthropologists suggest that all mythologies showing similarities 
in motifs and characters derive their similarities through a universal ideal 
and independent imaginative invention. When considering all the available 
data the theory becomes obviously spurious. Furthermore, it aims more at 
denying the Genesis account than at explaining the available facts. 
Comparative mythology records the historical testimony that anthropology 
cannot help but reject, because it cannot explain the Hebrew and the 
Gentile testimony of monogenesis. 

A systematic analysis and comparison of the myths with the Genesis 
record substantiates their common origin. Each one tells the same basic 
tale but in different languages. Yet, each one is very clear as to a single 
origin of man. The Gentile myths also verify the credibility of the Hebrew 
cosmogony. In turn, the Genesis account reinforces the historicity of the 
Gentile cosmogonies. Modern genetic DNA research substantiates both. 

The comparing of the pantheons of gods and hero men with the Genesis 
Patriarchs is the nucleus of ancient historical research. The 'gods' seem to 
biographically fill in the details that are lacking in the Genesis record; 
whereas, the Genesis Patriarchs give ‘historical’ reality to the gods and 
heroes of mythology. With the Genesis data, the two become compatible 
and form a unity of historical events helping to revise our modern views of 
ancient mankind. The historicity of Genesis 9-11 necessitates a euhemerist 
interpretation of mythology. The purpose of this study is to show the 
identities of the Genesis 9-11 patriarchs and the ancestors of Abraham as 
those mentioned in the records of other Nations. 


IN SEARCH OF HISTORIES 

The Biblical patriarchs were very prominent and important figures in 
Noahic times. They were the originators of nations and empires. Other than 
the scant references in Scripture, where does the historian go to find 
detailed historical records? He goes to the records of the nations, of course; 
for before Abraham this is all that existed. Now, what are these 
mythological records but the historical memories of the various nations? As 
mentioned before, because the mythologies are the resources for Noahic 
history, the personages mentioned in the myths are necessarily the Genesis 
Patriarchs under different names. They are the counterpart histories of the 
Genesis record; but, if this is so, why then are all of the characters called 
‘gods' and 'goddesses' whereas, Genesis records them as mere humans? 
The answer lies in the origin of pagan idolatry and its consistent habit of 
deifying human heroes and villains. Notice in most myths that the so-called 
‘gods' possess mortal qualities in that they are enamored of the opposite 
sex, and they also die just as quickly as mortals. If one cares to believe that 
all the races of mankind originated out of Noah's family, then it is 
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believable that all the different cultural myths have some common origin in 
the Noahic family as well. Consequently, the Genesis 10-11 figures are real 
historical figures and their histories are real events. The many gods were 
not ‘gods' at all, but only deified by later ignorant and superstitious 
descendants of the Tower of Babel. 


GENESIS 10 - 11 

The requirements for any true synthesis of a primitive history of Noah's 
time, are the recognition of an historical Noah, a Flood and the 
understanding that all mankind perished except eight persons; and, the 
acceptance that the Mosaic account in Genesis records the historical sons 
and descendants of this small family of eight super-human like people. 
Genesis is “A Noahic record of the seminal nations of mankind.” The 
localization theory of Genesis 10 is challenged if any non-Semitic Nation is 
traceable to just one of the Princes listed in the Genesis 10 group.* Genesis 
actually records the systematic feudal system of the sons and tribes of 
Noah's family, for generating the nations, races, tongues, and languages of 
the world. Dr. Pilkey says, in his ‘Origin of Nations’ that Christian scholars 
have apparently failed to realize that adopting the localization theory 
utterly destroys the integrity of the Genesis record's intent and the Noahic 
tradition as a principle of historical science. He insists that, “Studies of 
ancient history have been hampered by unimaginative reactions to the 
Biblical tradition of Genesis 9-11. Theological liberals and conservatives 
alike have missed the conceptual challenge offered by the Biblical 
explanation of world origins.” (Letters, 1988) He continues to point out that 
if historians were to accept the monogenetic origin of all mankind, the 
Noahic Flood and the high longevities of Genesis 11, they would 
consequently “arrive at more daring conceptions of antiquity than the 
prevailing ones.” 

* An example: The Irish claim descent from Japheth! The Chronicle of Leinster, (in the 
Book of Invasions - ‘Lebor Gabdala Erenn’) records the Irish Table of Nations, listing their 
lineage from Noah through Japheth to the founders of prehistoric Ireland. It records the 
monogenetic origin of man, especially the Japhethites, from the Noahic family: Noe with his 
three sons, Sem, Ham, lafeth, and their four wives Coba - the White Swan, Olla, Oliva, 
and Olivana; adding to Noe’s son Sem, the extra son Persius (whom we derive the 
Persians), and to Iafeth’s other sons besides Gomer: Dannai, Gregus, Hispanius; and adding 
to Gomer two sons, Emoth and Ibath; and to Magog, the lineage Bimbend > Esru > Sru > 
Sera > and Partholan of Banba; with Nemed and the later Tuatha De Danann descending 
from Sru; and adding to Gomer’s son Ibath, the grandsons Baath, from who descend the 
Gaedil, and the people of Scythia, and Baath’s son Feinius Farsaid - all these latter were 
contemporaries of Nimrod, during the Tower of Babel, with Feinius Farsaid as one of the 
seventy-two chieftains and builders of the Tower. ] 


Now, the prevailing ideas of Genesis are conceptual disgraces and a 
compromise with the polygenetic worldview point. They re-interpret the 
stories of Adam, Eve, and Noah as mere fables. This, he says, is a slap in the 
face of every Patriarch, from Noah to the messiah and the Apostles. The 
great 18th Century historian and philologist Sir William Jones, in his 
‘Asiatic Researches,’ points out the following even to his day and age: 
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“Either the first eleven chapters of Genesis (all the allowances being made 
for a figurative eastern style) are true, or the whole fabric of our national 
(Christian) religion is false; a conclusion which none of us, I trust, would 
wish to be drawn. I, who cannot help believing the divinity of the Messiah, 
from the undisputed antiquity and manifest completion of many prophecies, 
especially those of Isaiah, in the only person recorded by history to whom 
they are applicable, and obliged, of course, to believe the sanctity of the 
venerable books to which that sacred person refers as genuine. (21) 

To both Pilkey and Jones, Genesis is rather the ‘inner anatomy of a 
cosmos,' the cosmos that Noah established to give mankind a second 
chance at civilization in light of Christ’s Millennial Kingdom. 


SACRED AND PROFANE NAMES 

To what extent are the Genesis 10 names identified with individual 
men? Some appear as names of men, others suggest tribes or nations. Some 
few even represent matriarchs. The conventional viewpoint refers to all the 
names, excluding the ones that are undeniably patriarchs, as names for 
nations, hence, 'The Table of Nations.' Yet, as mentioned earlier, on closer 
examination, the text shows that each name designates both a patriarch's 
name and his personal tribe or nation that he founded: Canaanites from 
Canaan; Hebrews from Heber or Eber (the Syrian Habiru); Assyrians from 
Assur, son of Shem (the Hindu Asuras). The most obvious are the Hamites 
from Ham; Semites from Shem; and the Japhetic nations from Japheth, and 
some Asians ‘Asira’ like the Sinites from Noah. Each nation or tribe listed 
does relays the name of its founder: Amorites-Amor; Jebusites-Jebus; 
Arkites-Ark or Arc, etc. The Genesis account lists some 78 names in the 
Noahic Cosmos. Of course, there were more, but these are the most 
important ones according to the writer. 


IDENTITIES, ETHOLOGY, GEOGRAPHY 

Genesis 10-11 records not just a list of nations local to Palestine, but a 
complete catalog of male and female racial progenitors, men and women, 
who founded the nations we see today. The chapters house genealogies and 
vesselages (political alliances), along with conventional ethnological 
identities of these personages. The Genesis 10 record with possible 
ethnological identities and geography is as follows: (See “Kingship At Its 
Source” Chapter 9, pages 260-307). 


NOAH Ural-Altaics Turanian (Sino-Tibetan) 
Dedan Dedans N.W. Arabia 
Lehab Linyans Lybia 
Siton Sitones (Finns) Finland 
JAPHETH Europeans Scythian 
Amun Re White Egyptians N. Egypt 
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Lacedaemon Lacedaemonians Greece 


(Spartans) 
Lugh Lygians German Poland 
Maslah Massylians Tunisia 
Suilap Suiones (Swedes) Sweden 
Lapps Lapland 
Sumuabu (Zuabu) Suevi German Swabia 
Gomer Germany, Crimea, Cambria, Celts, Irish 
Gomer Cimmerians Anatolia (Turkey) 
Cymru Wales Wales Brythonic Celts 
Gimarrai River Halys Turkey 
Gimira Kushitic East Africa 
Llyr Lurs Luristan (Iran) 
Mont Mon Khmer Cambodia 
Magog Georgia Scythians 
Magog Gaelic Scots Scotland 
Nango-Capac 1* Incan King Peru 
Hurricano Southern Horites Palestine 
Hurrians Khabur River (Syria) 
Kalibum Galibi (Caribs) Caribbean 
Kaline Caribs Guiana 
Madai Medes Zagros Mts. (Iran) 
Aryans, E. Indians 
Javan Ionians, Greeks, Coastlands 
Javan Yavanas Ionia (Turkey) 
Ibranum Iberni (Iverni) Ireland 
Soma Somali Kushitic subgroup 
Tiras Teutons Thrace 
Tyrsenus Tyrsenoi Phrygia (Turkey) 
Etruscans Tuscany (Italy) 
Ashkenas Germany, Saxons, Scandinavia 
Ashkenaz Ashanti Ivory Coast, Ghana 
(Ashganda) Azande Rep.of Sudan 
Kinshasa Congo Cent. African Rep. 
Kota DaKOTAns Dakotas, Lakota, Nakota 
Guti W. Iran 
Kota Cent. Africa 
Royal Scythians Scythia 
Yakuts Siberia 
Pelasgus Pelasgians, Vlachs Greece, Romania 
Wakanda Kande West Africa 
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Riphath Carpathians 
Absyrtus Afars Ethiopia 
Adamu Fulani-Adamawa Cameroon (Adamawa) 
Amor Amorites Jordan 
DaramulunAustralians Australia 
Kikku-siwe-tempi Kikuyu Kenya 
Olifat Wolof Senegal 
Yoruba Niger W. Bank (Nigeria) 
Togarmah Armenians Armenia 
Bacchus Filani-Bauci Nigeria 
Sokar Tocharians Sinkiang 
Elishah Hellas 
Elishah Alashiya Cypriotes (Cyrus) 
Eyeish (Aliche) Louisiana 
Agenor Canaanites Palistine 
Cenomanni Gaul 
Iceni Britian 
Arakho Arachosians Afghanistan 
Alkla Auliorci Gaul 
Tarshish Spain 
Bahina Boli Gaul, Bohemia 
Phoenix Poeni (Phoenicians) Phoenicia, Lebanon 
Pawnee Kansas, Nebraska (Darazhazh) 
Kitt Cyru 
Cadmus Caddo Texas 
Lugal-kitum Aquitani Gaul 
Dodan (Rodan) Rhodians Rhodes 
Tubal (Eber) Tobolsk 
Meshech (Joktan) Moscow Russians 
HAM Hamites 
Cauca Cauchi River Weser, Germany 
Gurmu Gurmu Gourma (Mali) 
Guro Mande Cent. Ivory Coast 
Kirghiz Khan  Kirghis cent Asia 
Tamusi Musi Algonquian America 
Tammuz Thamudeni N. Arabia 
Thamuditae N. Arabia 
Cush Kushites, Ethiopians Ethiopia, E. Africa 
Cosetani Spain 


Tane-mehuta Melansians 


Figi Islands 
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Tupan Tupi Brazil 


Mizraim Egyptian 
Ame-no-minka-nushi Japanese Japan 
Achaeus Achaeans Greece 
Aka Accetani Spain 
Achchitae Arabia 
Akan W. Africa 
Angle Angli Jutland, England 
Mandaru Mandarin Han China 
Mande Mande Sierra Leone 
Mushri Mossi, Moshe W. Africa 
Musri Cappadocia 
Tabaldak Tabal Cappadocia 

Phut Lybians 
Aeolus Aeolians Asia Minor 
Dan (Den) Danes Denmark 
Iapetus hellenes Greece 
Tawhiri Malayo-Javanese Malaysia, Indonesia 

Berbers (Tawarek) N. Africa 

Resen x 

Seba Meroe 

Havilah Amerindians, Arabians 

Sabtechah x 

Ramah Arabians 

Sheba x 

Dedan x 

Anam xX 

Lehab x 

Naphtuh x 

Casluh Philistines 

CANAAN Canaanites 
Dorus Dorians Greece 
Tu Tagalas Philippines, Taiwan, Malagasy 
Tue Teutones Germany 

Coeus (Greek) Trad. Goin Gur speaking W. Africa 
Khoikhoi Khoisan speaking 


S. Africa, Namibia 
Creus (Greek Trad.) 


Cree Saskatchewan Manitoba, Ontario, Canada 
Sabtah Sabeans 

Sabtah Apataei Arabia 

Sapothreni Russia 

Ganed Ganesha 

Ganda Bantu Uganda, Buganda 
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Lugal-Kingineshdudu Bakoongo Bantu C.African Rep. 


Kongo Brazzaville Congo, Kinshasha Congo 
Nimrod Babylonians, Ninevites 
Asshur Assyrians Assyria (Iraq) 

Helius Heliadae Rhodes 
Huni Huns Sinkiang (China) 
Ion Ionians Ionia (Turkey) 
Reu (Ragau) Araucans Chile 
Sagara Sagara Tanzania 
Sargon (Argos) Algonquin N. America 
Zud (Lud) 
Susanowo Elamite Susa Iran 
Shushuntara Shoshi Albania 
Philist Philistines Crete, Palestine 
Caphtor Creteans 
Danu, DonDan Mande Ivory Coast 
Dan Ngere Liberia 
Sidon Sidonians 
Sidon Sidoes Poland, W. Of Vistula 
Gudea Goths Italy, Spain 
Karibu Caribs Caribbean 
Kasyapa Kassites Kurdistan 
Myrddan Mirdita, province Albania 
Heth Hittites, Cathay 
Heth chatti (Hittites) Anatolia (Turkey) 
Hades Has Albania 
Chatti (Hessians) German Hesse 
Oman Omani German Poland 
Uruash Orosh Albania 
Akurgal Koreans Korea 
Huangdi Chinese 
Aniarra — Himyari Arabia 
Arvad Arabes Egypt 
Hamath Hamathites Hamath (Syria) 
Jebus 
Amor Amorites 
Girgash 
Hiv Hivites 
Sin Sino, Tibetans, Chinese 
Temar 
Hamath 
SHEM Semetic 
Elam Elamites 
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Asshur Assyrians 


Lud Lydia 
Aram Arameans 
Uz (Human) Comanches Texas 
Cumans (Uzes) Ukraine 
Scythes, Scythiaqns Russia 
Hul Colchians Russia 
Gelonus Galindae Poland 
Khaldi Chaldaei Turkey 
Chaldeans Kaldu (Iraq) 
Olmecs Mexico 
Gether 
AgathyrsusAgathyrsians Baltic 
Akkadians Akkad (Iraq) 
Gedrosians Gedrosia, Pakistan 
Ark (Arcas) Arcadians Greece 
Arya Ariana (Iran) 
Mash 
Mashech Massogetes Turkestan 
Math Aramaeans Syria 
Mat Albania 
Bathanaei Arabia 
Arphaxad-I Hebrews Padan-Aram 
(Syria, Israel) 
Hadoram Aorsi Baltic 
Saturnus Latins Italy 
Zadrima province Albania 
Sin (Suen) Sicani Sicily 
Sinim (Chinese) China 
Shelah (Salah) 
Ares Aryans Ariana (Iran) 
Babilos Babylonians Iraq 
Buri Lygian Buri Poland 
Diklah (Tukla) Siculi Sicily 
Lugalbanda Banda Cent African Rep. 
Lutpan IL Lithuanians Lithuania 
Picus Puka province Albania 
Shelah Shala Albania 
Shilluks Nilotic Africa 
Eber Hebrews, 
Hibiru, Eblaites, Ebla, N.W. Syria 
Eber Apiru Elam 
Celtiberians Spain 
Ebira S. Nigeria 
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Ebrie Guinea Coast 


Ewe Ewe W. Africa 
Ibo Equatorial Guinea, Nigeria 
Elam Elamites Elam (Iran) 


Luma provinceAlbania 

Faunus Fan Albania 

Gilgamesh Giligammae _  N. Africa 

Nabu (Nebo) Navajo Athapascan, Arizona 
Nuabu Nubians Nubia (Sudan) 


Nuer Nilotic Africa 
Samug Samo, Gur speaking W. Africa 
Samoeds Siberia, Low. Riv. Ob 
Tubal Dibri Albania 
Georgians Caucasian Iberia 
Celiberi Spain 
Athamas Athapascans N.W. Territory, Alberta 
Atys Attie Guinea Coast 
Bor Fulani-Bornu Nigeria (Bornu) 
Fulani-Borgu Nigeria (Borgu) 
Peleg 
Peleg Lega Kinshasa Congo 
Cernunnus Gauls France 
Gira Gerraei Arabia 
Irra Fuliiru Kinshasa Congo 
Iraqw Nilotic E. Africa 
Iroquoians New York 
Karaduku Kardouchi (Kurds) Irag, Turkey, Iran 
Kingu Kinga E. Africa 
Latinus Latini Italy 
Lydus (Lud) __Lusitani Portugal 
Luti Buri Germanic Poland 
Lydians Lydia (Turkey) 
Phrixus Phrygians Phrygia (Turkey) 
(Trojans) 
Phrygandiones Germanic Poland 
Puluga Andamese Andamese Islands 
Tasa (Iltasadum) Contestani Spain 
Joktan 
Joktan Choctaw Muskhogean, Miss. 
Aram Aramaeans Syria 
Bes/Besh Bassetani Spain 
Bessi Thrace 
Biessi Sarmatia 
Car Carians Caria (Turkey) 
Carpetani Spain 
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Khitan Arabs 
Palestine, N. Africa 


Khitans 

Kubera Hobaritae 
Mael (Mil) Mili Kurds 
Meshech Mushki 


Muskogee Muskogean Alabama 


Arabia, Iraq, Jordan 


Inner Mongolia 
Arabia 
Iraq, Turkey 


Anatolia (Turkey) 


Vascones (Basque) Spain 
Serug Circassians Caucasus 
(Chercasses) 
Cherokee Tenn., Oklahoma 
Asa-Manja Mandja C.Afr. Rep. 
Nahor Nahualt Mexico 
Aztecs 
Karamba Kamba Kenya 
Kurumba Gur speaking W. Africa 
Almodad Alumeotae Arabia 
Orpheus Croats (Hrvath) Croatia 


Serbs (S. Slavs) Serbia 
Sheleph (not Shelah or Salah) 

Asklepius  E. Slavs 

Sheleph Serbs (S. Slavs) 
Hazarmaveth Chazars 

Idrae Sarmatia (Russia) 

Hadramaut (Hadra-Mot) Arabs 


Russia, Ukraine 
Serbia 
Rusia 


Hadramaut,(Yemen) 


Mot Moesians Moesia (Bulgaria) 
Jerah Jazyges Dascia (Iasi, Romania) 
Hungary 
Obal 
Hobal Ophlones Russia 
Apollo Poles (W. Slavs) Russia 
Utu Utes Utah 
Shamash Shoshoneans Utah, Texas 
Uzal Azali Pannonia (Hungary) 
Italoi (Ausonians) Italy 
Osi Pannonian Germany 
Osyli Russia 
Abimael Tanaitae Russia 


Ophir (Sophir) 
Afars (See “Seba”) 


Havilah-! 

Maia Magyars 

Mayas Guatemala 
Sheba-! Sabaeans 
Jobab Caucasoid 


Africans, Dravidians 


Africa, Indus Valley 


Hungary 


Yemen 
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Uma Omanitae Oman 
Yumans Arizona, mexico 
Diklah 


MULTIPLE NAMES 

The next question that comes to mind is why the names change from 
one tradition to another, if they are all the same patriarchs listed in 
Genesis. The answer is linguistics - each family member represented a 
language group, and after Babel in the dispersion, the Noahic history was 
remembered and later recorded in each different “tongue.” 

Pre-Abrahamic traditions have identified Noah with cognate names, as 
well as non-cognate names. For example, some of his_ linguistic 
(mythological identities) variants are Nao, Noa, Nun, Oan, Sennao, Oannes, 
Sisuthrus, Oinas, Ionas, Odacon, Dagon, Ixora, Vish, Nou, and Vishnou or 
Visnu (Vishnu). 

The Biblical principle of name changing, for whatever reasons, also 
supports this Gentile principle, as the former surely received it from the 
latter. Abram experiences a cognate name change to Abraham. His wife 
received the same treatment. Other persons involved in name changes were 
Israel, Moses, Nimrod (Amraphal), Canaan, and that of Yahshua to the 
Greek Ie-Zeus or Iesus or Jesus. The New Testament discloses this principle 
clearly with Saul, who is called Paul. This name changing principle seems to 
extend even into the future! It seems to be universal in scope. There were 
name changes in the Old Testament and name changes in the New 
Testament grace period. In looking ahead, we can see that name changing 
also takes place in heaven! The Revelation of St. John discloses to the 
reader that this principle still functions in the name changing of the Saints, 
when Jesus gives the Saints a new White Stone with a new name on it; a 
White Stone of Eternal Purity (Rev.2:17). These name changes all have 
something in common. The idea relates to some spiritual change in the 
person relative to some dispensational change. When God changes His 
tactics, people undergo “A Lamb's Book of Life” change. 

Another historical example of name changing is exemplified in the 
Shem-Melchizedek identification. The Jewish Rabbinical writers identified 
Melchizedek with the Patriarch Shem, son of Noah. They based their 
equation upon the tradition of the Mesoretic- Hebrew 'short chronology,’ 
and in their additional Genesis (manuscript) of the Book of Jasher. They 
contended for the reductionists' position of the Hebrew short chronology. 
They were in heated debate with the Extentionists', who supported the 
longer chronology, as contained in the Septuagint version of the Old 
Testament--the former subtracting and the latter adding 100 years to ten of 
the Patriarch's lives. The debate continues to rage even today in studies of 
chronology. The Hebrew shortened chronology would identify the two 
names with the same person, Shem, while the Greek ‘lengthened’ 
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chronology would separate the two and identify them as separate people. 
The reduced chronology consequently makes Abraham a contemporary with 
Shem, which then, lends great credence to the view of Abram receiving his 
Commission from Shem, the Melchizedek of the Hebrew Genesis. The 
lengthened chronology gives the alternative of Melchizedek as the last of a 
line of priests spanning some 600-1000 years. 

The records of the Gentiles favor the Rabbinical tradition of the Hebrew 
‘shortened’ chronology. The Cheops Pyramid measurements mathematically 
calculate a flood date of 2532 BC. This date is much later than what the 
Greek Septuagint manuscript records. As evidence for the Pyramid's 
accuracy, the Rev. Bishop Cumberland, in his compilation of Sanchoniatho's 
Phoenician History, shows that the Phoenicians of Old Phoenicia retained 
very important and unadulterated identifications, as well as a_ short 
chronology. Concluding from his materials, studies show that the figure 
“SYDYC” is the mysterious figure Zedec or Melchizedek! The Phoenicians, 
he says, were relating these things prior to the Grecian adulteration, hence, 
retaining the more truthful chronology and identifications. The termination 
or the third syllable 'ZEDEC,” in the name Melchizedek, was the King and 
priest of Salem or old Jerusalem, situated in close proximity to Phoenicia, 
the home of Sanchoniatho. The Sydyc that he speaks of is the Zedek or 
Melchizedek of the Bible; Sydyc and Zedek are cognate, one is Hebrew and 
the other is the Phoenician spelling. ZDK and SDC are the same. We, 
therefore, have in this parallel tradition a confirmation of the Rabbinical 
claim that Shem is Melchizedek, and support for our claim of the ancient 
tradition of name changing. This supports the accuracy of the shortened 
chronology of the Mesoretic Hebrew text of Genesis, even though the 
Septuagint text otherwise is more accurate theologically. 


CULTURAL TRADITIONS 

In the three volume work, “Mythology and Folklore of the Old 
Testament,” James Frazer sets forth a series of cultural traditions of the 
Noahic Flood. Each account is a variation of the Biblical account and 
depicts, in various styles, the Great Flood, a group of survivors, and the 
intrigues that followed. The accounts vary as to the number of survivors, 
the extent of the flood, and construction of the ark. Yet, almost all of them 
relay that one figure is preeminent. In most of them, there is a type of 
Noah, even though, in more regional accounts, he is just an All-Father or 
aboriginal primordial creator or progenitor of the tribe. Each one varies 
somewhat from the Biblical account, yet each retains a strong ‘Biblical’ 
flavor. In only a few instances does the recorded name of the Patriarch have 
any cognizance to the name of Noah, the rest have no etymological 
similarity at all. Nevertheless, Frazer's compilation is an excellent example 
and illustration of the universality of the Flood tradition and of the memory 
of Noah. The collection of Noahic accounts represents a testimony to the 
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historicity of the Genesis account. This name changing is not only evident 
with Noah but the principle proves universal to all the Genesis Patriarchs. 

The following is a sample analysis of the first the four males of the Ark: 
[See “Kingship At Its Source” Appendix-I, pages 455-469 and “Origin of the 
Nations” pages 72-110.] 


Pantheon NOAH HAM SHEM JAPHETH 
Hebrew Lehab Girgash Jebus Seba 
Hebrew Dedan Havilah Melchizedek 
Hebrew - - Raamah 

Hebrew - - - Maslum 
Hebrew - - - Malsumis 
Algonquin - - - Maslum 
Sumerian - Ilshu Dadasig Meslim 
Sumerian King EtanaUr-NammuBalih Atab 

Sumerian Kudda Dumuzi Enmeduranna Ensipazianna 
Sum.1* Kish - Enmebaraggesi Ishkur Ningishzida 
Sumerian - Gurma Lugalzagesi 

Sumerian Ukush - Puzur-ili 

Sumerian Ziusudra - Puzur-Sin 

Assyrian - - Ramman 

Semitic - Tammuz 

Syrian - - Adad 

Chinese - Ao-Ping 

Persian - Jemshid 

Persian - Yima 

Hellenic Aeetes Hellen Herakles Lacedaemon 
Hellenic - Hermes Zeus 

Hellenic - Uranus 

Hellenic Inachus - Dardanus 

Teutonic - - Thor Fornjot 
Teutonic Eddic- - Sig 

Prussian - - Tar 

Hittite - - Taru 

Elamite - - Tata Hatanish 
Elamite - - - Kedorlaomer 
Elamtite - - - Luh-ishan 
Gallic - - Teutates Lugh 
Hurrian Alulu - Kumarbi 
BabylonianAlalus 

Subarian Anu-I 

Akkadian Apsu Anshar Anzu/Zu Lahmu 


Akkadian Utnapishtum 
Australian Baiame 
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Turkic Bai-Ulgon 


Slavic - - - Svarog 

Ugaritic Dagon - Aliyan Bal 

Amorite King Didanu Bera Harharu Zuabu 
Amorite - Hanu - Sumuabu 
Egyptian Geb Heh Amun Atum Re 
Egyptian Nun/Nu Shu Seth Kek 
Egyptian - Zehuti Thoth Re-Harakhte 
Egyptian - - - Snefru/ Snofru 
Algonquian Glooskap 

E. Indian Indra - Brahma-Prajapti_ - 
Indo-AryanIkshvaku - Dyaus 

Mayan Itzamna Cauca - - 

Incan - - - Inti 

Aztec - Mixcoatl Ometeotl Tonatiuh 
Altaic Bai Ulgon Kirghiz Khan Tos Khan Suilap 
Balto-Slavic Menulis Veles Sem/Argl 

Roman Neputus 

Gutian Sarlagab Hablum Puzur-Sin lIarlagab 
Finnish Ukko 

Metelis - Hah 

Sicilian - Hybla 

Maori - Raki/Rangi 

Carib - Tamusi 

Adamese - - Darya 

Thai - - Phra Ram __— Phra-Lak 


COMPARATIVE MYTHOLOGY - UNIVERSAL MOTIFS 

It is not an easy task to form a clear picture of the succession of events 
of the times of Noah. The testimony of Scripture is scanty and what 
commentators add chiefly illustrates those few particulars given in Genesis. 
To supplement and expand the record it is necessary to sift through and 
examine the many Gentile traditions for the elements that agree with the 
Genesis account. Genesis is, therefore, the foundation of the structure of 
ancient history. 

According to Genesis, the Flood is extensive and fatal, and therefore 
must have left lasting impressions upon the minds of the survivors. It must 
have had continual reflections by later descendants. The many memorials 
religiously preserved, come down to modern times in mythological form. 
These 'trace-memories' of Noah and his family reside in the mythologies 
with many apparently demonstrative of Noahic history, while others are too 
glossed by later descendants to make any sense. By arranging and 
comparing identifiable mythological elements with the Biblical ones, further 
details of the Noahic history are revealed. The first requirement in 
approaching the traditions of the Gentiles is to locate and verify positive 


86 


identifications of Noah and his family members within the Gentile 
pantheons (lists of gods). By doing this, the historical reliability of the 
myths will be demonstrated. Comparative studies will help augment the 
Biblical account of Noahic history. Correct historical revision drives from 
this more accurate method of identification and verification. Without this 
approach the homo Papio will continue to scavenge for his true heritage. 

To identify the Biblical Noah in Gentile mythology, the first step 
consists of establishing a methodology, that is, a prospective method of 
verification. The second step is the application of this method to the 
available mythologies to remove the historical 'trace-memories' relative to 
the history of the first ages succeeding the Flood. The first entails 
identifying Noah and other Genesis 10 Patriarchs in Gentile tradition. To do 
this, a thorough survey of Gentile and Hebrew symbolism must be made. An 
analysis of Hebrew symbolism reveals a synoptic outline of chronological 
events. By comparing Gentile data to this outline, the removal of non- 
Biblical elements is easy. What is left can be placed aside for future use. 
The Gentile list should equal the Hebrew in elemental motifs at this point. 

A synthesis of the outlines develops a picture of ancient post-flood 
events. Using some of the residual motifs and elements placed aside then 
helps to fill in some of the details missing in the Hebrew record. This 
approach is the one Mr. Bryant used to construct his 'New Analysis of 
Mythology:' “...to compare sacred history with the profane and prove the 
general assent of mankind to the wonderful events recorded (in Genesis)... 
to divest mythology of every foreign and unmeaning ornament; and to 
display the truth in its native simplicity; (and) to show, that all the rites and 
mysteries of the Gentiles were only so many memorials of their principle 
[Noahic] ancestors; and of the great occurrences, to which they had been 
witnesses. Among these memorials, the chief were the ruin of mankind by a 
flood and the renewal of the world in one family. (22) 

The second step in identifying the Noahic family in the primitive 
accounts is observing the pagan myths of Creation, Chaos, and Floods and 
the subsequent associate figures - mothers, wives, sons, and daughters. 
Most cosmologies have some ‘all-Father' figure or Creator god or divine 
pair surviving a flood or cosmic chaos. It is just a matter of isolating the all- 
father(s) and his consort. From this point, the associated family can be 
genealogically restructured. Mr. Bryant says, that the Gentiles had their 
account versions of the same Biblical figures and event(s) and that they had 
their memorials of Noah, just as the people of Eber. They had symbolical 
representations, by which these Biblical occurrences were commemorated, 
and the ancient hymns in their temples were to the same purpose. They all 
related to the history of the first ages, and to the same events, which are 
recorded by Moses. (22) 

Another identification method is the events associated with these 
figures. As mentioned above, the Mosaic cosmology reveals a series of 
historical ‘intrigues’ or points of interest; motifs outlining the entire 
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‘primary’ events following the Great Flood. These key events are the 
essentials in the deciphering of Gentile mythological histories. Mr. Bryant 
states that the most obvious and important event of ancient times was the 
Biblical Flood, while the second most important event was the renewal of 
the world by one family of survivors. However, according to the Genesis 
account, there were other events of great importance too. For instance, the 
building of the Tower of Babel, a confusing of languages and the dispersion 
of the races to all parts of the Earth. The Genesis list of important 
chronological events runs as follows: 

Creation Accounts 

Chaos of Water 

Cosmological Creator Families - Tetrads, Quadrads 

Primordial First-Father - Monad 

Divine Creator Pair - Dyads 

Divine Triads - Offspring of the primordial father 

Flood Traditions 

Sacred Mountains 

Flood Subsides and Ark Landing 

Exodus from an Ark 

Flood Survivors 

The SEVEN Sages - Divine Septads 

The Four male and female progenitors - Divine Tetrads 

The Original (Noahic) Family - Ogdoads (Octads) 

First altar and sacrifice 

New Rainbow Covenant 

Geographic Quadrants - Cardinal Directions 

Land Allotments, Double Quartering of the Earth 

Four Matriarchs - divine (Mahadevi) Tetrads 

Colored Cardinal Directions 

Surveys and Settlement Camps 

Vineyards - First Fruits, Sacred Juices 

Defilement of the First-Father - Noah 

Cursing of Canaan 

Blessing on Shem and Japheth 

Hamitic/Canaanite Rebellion 

Mother-Son (Canaanite) Incest 

Nimrod's Reign 

Apostasy at Shinar 

Tower of Babel 

The Destruction 

Linguistic Confusion 

The Dispersion 
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Migrations 
Colonization and city building 


These motifs and events of Genesis are the substructure of Pagan 
mythological history. The myths are constructs upon the memorials of these 
events, especially the Flood. The Flood is a universal tradition, as is seen 
from any review of mythological literature. It was, it appears, the 'grand 
epoch' memorialized in almost every national mythology. Each nation, 
therefore, has its own version of these events coded in mythological terms, 
which only the Genesis account can decipher. James Frazer records 
hundreds of national mythologies containing varied types of the Genesis 
motifs. 

Now, it must be remembered, that, when colonies made anywhere a 
settlement, they engrafted their antecedent history upon the subsequent 
events of the new location. In this way, they could carry up their genealogy 
of princes to the very source of their beginnings. Thus, it will be found, that 
the first 'King,' 'god,' 'Creator,' or 'Father-figure' in every national myth is 
usually identifed as the Biblical Noah, or a later Patriarchal viceroy (mimic) 
of Noah. In observing closely these traditions, we find that the ancient 
mythologists compounded their Creation account with the tradition of the 
Flood. This presents an apparent problem, but one that can be resolved. 


COSMOLOGIES CONFOUNDED 

To distinguish the Noahic cosmology from the Adamic it must be 
decided what elements are relative to Noah and what elements relate to 
Adam. Pagan accounts of Creation generally contain some strong allusions 
to the Flood. Similarly, other accounts of the Flood are frequently marked 
with elements of the Creation. Some cannot be distinguished as the flood or 
creation, but appear to represent a blended version of the two. The cause in 
both instances is the same. Nevertheless, the strongest sense of the 
compounds ring of the Noahic. 

Because of the Pagan doctrine of the succession of similar worlds, with 
a chaos or catastrophe between each one, the Creation proper was not 
esteemed a proper creation or a production of something out of nothing. It 
was rather ‘viewed’ as a re-organization of old matter into new materials. 
Each one was described along with the great Father floating upon the 
cosmic waters of creation in some craft. Accordingly, the new appearing 
earth was viewed as the newly organized mundane system out of the prior 
system; the Great Father once again appearing out of the chaos with his 
seven companions. 

According to Pagan philosophy, there was no essential difference 
between the first creation and the world's successions of renovations. With 
such being the case, the heathen cosmologies, and the accounts of the 
Flood would be much intermingled together. To explain this problem 
further, a few things must be clarified. Pagan cosmogonies were not 
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borrowed from that of Moses, nor did Moses simply copy and edit his 
Genesis from the Pagan accounts. It must be remembered, that originally, 
the traditions were independent of each other, separate and distinct with 
their own origin, but were later compounded together after Babel in order 
that the true history of Noah and God's Righteous Judgment with a flood 
might be forgotten. The flood chaos then becomes the chaos of Creation 
and the Father of post-flood civilization becomes the first created man or 
god, even the Creator god; with the creation over-shadowing the flood 
event. Since the two bear close resemblance, the Genesis account being the 
finer, they, therefore, in a monogenetic context, originate from a common 
mono-mythological source--the Tower of Babel. 


CREATION ACCOUNTS 

World creation accounts are saturated with Noahic elements. In most 
flood traditions this first father or divine creator god is usually an aquatic 
styled god, associated with water and sometimes depicted as a half fish, 
half man god emerging from some chaos of cosmic waters or some flood. 
The Mesopotamian Canaanite deity Dagon was a half fish and half man 
figure. The Sumerian Apkallu, the seven creators or wise men associated 
with the creator god are either dressed with feathers or fish scales, or both. 
Most of the water deities, gods, and primordial first fathers of the national 
mythologies are aquatic related. Using this elemental symbolism and 
ancient root words, one may see the cognate relationship and possible 
identification between all these aquatic figures. Using Turkic “su” (water), 
the Vedic Sanskrit Ap (ap-) for "water," and other ancient root words, we 
have for example: Sumerian “Ziu-SU-dra”, Hindu “InDRA”, Akkadian “Ap- 
SU”, Shintu “SUsanoo”, Shinto “SUijin”, Japanese “SUmiyoshi sanjin”, 
Subarian “ANu” or “aNU, Armenian/Persian “ANahita”, Sicilian “ANapos”, 
Greek “INachus”, Roman “NEptunus”, Norse “Njord”, Celtic “NOdens”, 
Dogon “NOmmo” or “NUmmo”, Inuit “NOOtaikok”, Egyptian “NU” or 
“NUN”, Hindu “VishNU”. 


NUMERICAL SYMBOLISM IN NOAH'S FAMILY 

An essential key to understanding Noahic design and thus Noahic 
history is through the meaning of ancient numerics. Noahic design 
incorporates a variety of numerical metaphysical values in reestablishing 
the races and nations of mankind. These divine numerical groupings (tads) 
are embedded throughout ancient historical documents and have creative 
as well as apocalyptic value. The connections and patterns of these cosmic 
groupings reveal the handiwork of God, and thus His “will” on this Earth as 
in Heaven. There is a typology between Heaven and Earth, and when 
building worlds, godly men like Noah followed certain divine archetypal 
values and geometries in designing the new world. These values are 
seemingly based on metaphysical or heavenly patterns as well as the 
creative limitations of human choice. There are only so many choices and 
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thus only so many forms of government. Some political scientists list the 
five basic forms of government as monarchy, democracy, oligarchy, 
authoritarianism, and _ totalitarianism. Others identify eight types: 
monarchial, constitutional, democratic, dictatorial, distributional unitarian, 
confederation, and federal; five types under different terms: Anarchic, 
republican, socialistic, communistic, tribal. Whichever are the correct forms 
and numbers, the truth is, the types of governments are limited because the 
ideals are limited, no matter what names are used. Apparently, Noah’s 
family considered the value of eight as the basis to forming the post-flood 
world. Other symbolic tad numbers range the basic numbers, and 
combinations of 1-9. 

The arrangement of numerics is obvious, others are not and require 
deeper literary study. These patterns do not exist by random chance but by 
design. Each number grouping has a particular symbolic value and is 
associated to some spiritual equal in Heaven. The Creation itself is rubber- 
stamped with these geometries: “To whom then will you compare Me, or 
who is My equal?’ says the Holy One. Lift up your eyes on high, and behold, 
who has created these things, who brings out their host by number" (Isaiah 
40:26 CLV). 

The Creator designed and produced the universe based on 
mathematical laws, numbers, and principles that continue to govern the 
entire creation as well as human government. This sacred geometry is not 
only found in nature, but throughout human history as well. Just as God 
used mathematical laws to create everything,* He built divine geometry 
into human thinking for designing human systems. The Holy Scriptures as 
well as national cosmologies exhibit this numerical design, which can only 
be explained by the direct inspiration of a divine being, “The Great 
Geometrician.” 

* The Fibonacci sequence or the Golden Ratio sacred geometry is found in the growth 
patterns of flower pedals, seed heads, pinecones, tree branches, the spiral conk shell, and in 
the spiral of galaxies and hurricanes, and in the smallest DNA spiral of the.double.helix. 

https://io9.gizmodo.com/5985588/15-uncanny-examples-of-the-golden-ratio-in-nature. 
The “Golden Ratio,” Phi,” or sacred proportion can be found in practically everything; 
https://www.goldennumber.net/site-map/. 

See also the Fibonacci Flowers; 
https://www.pinterest.com/lianaghi/fibonacci-flowers/?lp=true. 

nd the golden ration geometry in music; 
http://ww.nntdm.net/papers/nntdm-20/NNTDM-20-1-72-77.pdf] 


NOAHIC DESIGN “TADS” GROUPINGS 

Examples of divine geometry such as the “tad” groupings are seen in 
Biblical numerics and in most mythologies of the world. The comparison of 
the Biblical and extra-Biblical tads assures us of the mono-mythological 
origin of both systems - the Hebrew tradition and Gentile cosmologies. The 
Egyptians favored the numbers three, five, and seven,* while three and nine 
were sacred to the Norse.** In Celtic symbology numbers have always 
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played an important part and were considered concepts, rather than just a 
simple number, each with a particular character of its own. 

Some Biblical and mythological meanings of numerals are: Numeric 
value 1, divine monads, symbolize types of unity and primacy, an all 
father/mother, earth father, earth mother, etc., a creator god. Usually 
something to do with beginnings and origins; 2, dyads signify union, 
division, or verification, and is definitive of divine creator pairs. Usually the 
divine monad has a consort; 3, triads picture completeness, are associated 
with three-headed gods representing triune theological aspects of divinity 
or creation. Also, a divine dyad’s offspring such as in the case of Christ, the 
son of God, and the Holy Spirit; 4, quadriads or tetrads relate to creation 
and creating, foundations, and directions as in the cardinal directions, four 
pillars or four corners of the earth, the geographical allotments of the four 
male procreators, the Ark survivors, and the four primal mothers; 5, 
pentads, in Biblical numerics are demonstrated in the five books of Moses, 
and in many nations are associated with despensations or divisions of time 
as in the days of a week, as well as geographical locals; 6, hexads, or the 
value of six is associated with man and human default; 7, septads, allude to 
wisdom, completeness, perfection, and rest; 8, divine octads or ogdoads, 
represent new beginnings, a new order or creation. Octads are found in 
creation myths representative of divine god economies; 9, enneads, 
suggest completeness and finality; 10, decads, usually associate with law, 
order, and responsibility; 11, symbolizes disorder, chaos, and judgment; 12, 
dodecads is the basis to power, authority, and perfect governmental 
foundation, righteous judgment, illustrated in the twelve zodiacs, prophets, 
apostles, ; 13 symbolizes rebellion and lawlessness. Nimrod, for example, 
an antagonist of God (Genesis 10:9), was listed as the 13" in Ham’s line; 
and thirteen represents all the governments created by men, and inspired 
by Satan, in outright rebellion against God. The phrase ‘valley of Hinnom,’ 
the scene of the evil-inspired rites of the pagan god Moloch, occurs 13 
times in Scripture. 14 is associated with double perfection, genealogy, 
linage; 24, priesthood - twenty-four thrones, elders, etc. 

In extra-Biblical traditions, number one is of the utmost importance as it 
symbolizes the unity of things, the all-being, it represents the Sun, it 
represents the beginning of everything, the active principle. From the unity 
of one and two comes the primordial triangle of time. This triad has always 
been sacred as manifesting the unity of spirit, mind and body, of past, 
present and future. It is the basis of mathematics, of all science and the key 
to all numbers. Triadic phraseology is frequent in Celtic mythology. Number 
three was sacred and deities were portrayed in groups of three symbolizing 
three main classes - fire, breath and water. Earth, sky and sea represented 
the three-fold division of the universe. Three represents the Hindu trinity - 
Brahma, Vishnu and Shiva, and three can be seen on ornaments and 
architecture of all Hindu cultures. This links to the three-headed Celtic gods 
and goddesses. The Dagda, the Celtic father-god of the earth and ruler over 
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life and death, had three daughters, the three Bridgets, each one with a 
particular skill. Celtic works of art are grouped in threes, creatures with 
three heads, drawings repeated three times, one head with three faces, or 
one body with three heads. Number five in Celtic cosmology represented 
north, south, east, west, and centre, like the five provinces of Ireland. 
Number 5 is also the number of the senses, five fingers, five toes, five 
elements - earth, water, fire, air, ether. Celtic music was based on five 
tones. The pentagram, or five-pointed star, has been used by Egyptians, 
Sumerians, Hindus, Druids, and Celts. = 


[*https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Numbers in Egyptian mythology 
**https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Numbers in Norse mythology***http: 


www.monoprints.com/tirnanog/contents/sacrednumbers.htm ] 


MYTHOLOGICAL MONADS 
WORLD PARENT, FIRST FATHER AND MOTHER GODDESS 

The sacred principle of the monad usually centers around the all-father' 
or a creator figure, who usually accompanies the imagery of a flood, a 
cosmic chaos or creation account. According to Hippolytus, the worldview 
was inspired by the Pythagoreans, who called the first “thing” that came 
into existence the "monad," which begat the divine dyad, which begat the 
other numbers. It meant divinity, the first being, or the totality of all beings, 
referring in cosmogony (creation theories) variously to a single source 
acting alone. For example, in the Babylonian Creation Epic of Marduk, the 
‘Enuma-Elis,’ their is a Noah figure named Apsu,* a name meaning 'abyss of 
water.' He is remembered as the first and great originator of all creation. 
Another is the Egyptian creator figure Nun (Nu or Nin), the Celestial Water 
God. Frozen within the icy memories of the Icelandic people, is Bergelmir, 
whom the Welsh call Dwyfan, while the people of Savoy call him by the 
Genesis Noah. In Tibet, he is remembered as Khun-Litang; in Assam and 
Burma as Chu-Liyang, Lip-Long, and Paw-Pow-Nan-Chuang; in southern 
China and Lolos as Du-Mu. In Sumatra he is Puti-Orla, while Borneo has 
him as Trow. The Floras Islands and the ancient Nagas of India call him 
Dooy. The Formoseans call him Kabitt and Aka, while the Australians name 
him Hepelle. The Persian-Iranian tradition remembers him as the original 
‘Mashya.’ 

[* “Proto-Turkic: “AP” (apa, appa), Altaic etymology meaning: “father”; “SU” (su, sular) 
aquatic, aqua, aqueous, bourn, bourne, meaning “water.” Thus, Apsu “Water-father”. 
Sumerian Abzu (Zu-Ab), “deep-water”. ] 

East Indian tradition has a parallel Creation symbolism comparable to 
the Hebrews with a first father figure. The Hindu warrior god Indra, like the 
Biblical Noah and family, participates in the creation of the cosmos and new 
world. Like the Mesopotamian Inki, who creates the seven Apkulla wise 
fish-men, Indra brings forth seven Rishis (Sages), that is “breaths,” 
“masters,” or “great teachers.” 

“In the beginning, the Universe [World] was non-existent, say the 
Rishis. [However, a question arises] ''Who are these Rishis?' [Anon answers] 
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They are breaths. (For) Before this entire Universe, they strove with toil, 
and austerity. This was the breath in the midst of Indra, who is the one who 
kindled [organized] them. He is the kindlier Indha, who they call Indra. 
They were kindled seven separate purusha [men-persons-Rishis].’ (23) 

The imagery communicated through this cryptic phrase actually recalls 
to memory the Mosaic account of the Flood disruption and the succeeding 
historical events. This Vedic passage, mentioned by Mr. Moore, reveals two 
very important similarities to the Biblical event: 1) The Great all-father 
(Noah), monad (“monarch”) emerging out of Chaos, and 2) his association 
with a divine septad, the seven other Ark survivors. Like Noah, the mythical 
Indra toiled for many years prior to the Great Flood catastrophe and with 
the assistance of seven others, transcended the flood chaos and rebuilt the 
post-Flood world. As soon as this new creation or renovation was complete, 
Indra emerges as the first to partake of sacrificial drink as the Vedas 
relate:”...Indra's greatness has been veritable, since that time [after the 
chaos/flood] when, as soon as he was born [emerged out of the chaos/flood], 
he did drink of the Soma Juice.” (24) 

In ancient Egyptian tradition, creation was seen proceeding out of Nun, 
the personified primeval waters, where a mound rose whence creation was 
set in motion; the idea mirrored the yearly experience of the emergence of 
land after the Nile flood. The waters of Nun were believed to immerse the 
whole world and surround the world. From out of this Nun succeeded a 
procession or hierarchy of gods. Many of these gods were grouped as 
dyads: Isis and Nephtys, Horus and Seth, which when paired formed 
Ogdoads; also Triads: Amun/Re/Ptah, Amun/Mut/Khonsu, Osiris/Isis/Horus; 
Tetrads: the sons of Horus. Pentads: gods of the epagomenal days; 
Hebdomads (the sum of three and four = seven), such as the souls of the 
sun god, or the manifestations of Hathor; Ogdoads: the eight gods of 
Hermopolis, or the eight Heh deities supporting the legs of the cow goddess 
Nut; and Enneads (as the plural of plural), such as the nine gods of 
Heliopolis (sometimes only seven, or up to fifteen members; and Dodecads: 
the twelve goddesses of the night.* 

[* Wilkinson, Richard H. "Groups of Deities." The Complete Gods and Goddesses of 
Ancient Egypt. New York: Thames & Hudson, 2003]. 


DYADS - DIVINE PAIRS 

Divine pairs represent the many binary aspects of Noahic design, and 
mostly are depicted as the divine parents of creation or the survivors of a 
cosmic flood. The all-father or creator of the world, in most cases, has a 
consort, a royal wife, some ‘earth mother’ or co-creator: Besides Adam and 
Eve, Noah and his wife, there are Sumerian Apsu and Tiamat, Finnish Ukko 
and Akka, and Maori sky mother and father Ranginui and Papatuanuku, to 
mention just a few examples. These first parents ‘pairs’ permeate almost 
every mythology of the ancient world and testify, through the primordial 
first-father monad, an original monotheism of the earliest Noahic (pre- 
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Tower of Babel) times. Monotheism is the heritage of the Noahic family as it 
is that single theocratic principle central to the eight-fold structure of 
Noahic despensational politics - the ‘eight-fold’ will of God as demonstrated 
in the eight Biblical names of God. Cosmological dyads also consist of other 
divine pairs such as in siblings - two brothers, two sisters, and other sacred 
combinations; Horus and Seth, Isis and Nephthys, the Lunar gods Thoth 
and Khonsu, the solar deities Re and Atum, the two brothers Peteese and 
Pihor, and Thoth and Horus. 


TRIADS - TRINITY OF SONS AND GODS 

Divine triads are usually aligned with or are the direct off-spring of a 
first father or divine pair in creation accounts or flood cosmologies. They 
can be composed of brother-sister siblings, a series of descendants or a 
collection of political vessels. One Egyptian triad is Osiris, Isis and Horus 
being the most prominent example, and Amun- Mut-Khnosu a lesser one. 
Other groupings such as Amun, Re, and Ptah were for purely symbolic 
reasons, while others were groups according to role - Re (ram), Isis (lion), 
and Anubis (jackle). Triadic relationships are important design indications 
of theological completeness. The original sibling triad was Noah’s three 
sons. 


QUADRIADS or TETRADS 
MATRIARCHS, PATRIARCHS, CASTES, AND CARDINAL 
DIRECTIONS 

According to Richard Wilkinson, the mythological symbolism of the 
number four frequently signifies foundation as in the four cardinal 
directions and hence a kind of “spatial or geographic totality” or 
completeness. He says, this significance is seen in the Egyptian perception 
of the four 'races' of mankind: Egyptians (north), Near Easterners (east), 
Nubians (south) and Libyans (west) depicted in some New Kingdom tombs. 
It is also apparent in a number of groupings of four deities: the four 
supports of the sky personified as four individual deities or groups of 
deities, aligned with the four points or quarters of the heavens; the 
mortuary deities known as the four sons of Horus aligned geographically in 
representational contexts. In the underworld myths four forms of a given 
god or groups of four deities are frequently found and thus depicted in 
scenes in the papyri and decorations of the royal tombs. A tetrad is found in 
Ramessid times when the god Seth is named along with the three great 
deities Amun, Re, and Ptah. The four divisions of the Egyptian army were 
named after Seth and the other three deities in a group symbolizing tactical 
or strategic structural completeness. (Wilkinson, P.76-77). 

Politico-economic tetradic divisions are seen in the East Indian caste 
system based partly on racial distinctions: the Brahmin priest caste, warrior 
Kshatras, merchant Vaisyas, and black Sudras, the slave caste, a derivative 
according to Dr. John Pilkey of the cursing of Canaan purposed by Noah “to 
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realign the prestige of the four royal couples of the cosmos by realigning 
the four royal heirs: white Canaan, yellow Arphaxad-I, red Sabtechah, and 
black Seba... the four geographical locations of Genesis 10:10 suggest 
capitals of local governor-ships under the four couples of the Egyptian 
Ennead.” He further details this in the Akkadian emperors... [imitative] 
works that were manifest in a world of nations. He says, their commission 
extended to four eras because they, like their Sumerian predecessors, 
interpreted the earth as a tetrad of cardinal directions. In each generation 
they colonized a quarter of the earth. They constituted a tribal dynasty four 
in number: Reu-Sargon; Serug-Manishtushu, his brother Rimush, and 
Nahor-Naram Sin. Following the process of the four Aztec Tezcatlipocas 
(See below), Sargon was to colonize the red East; Rimush, the yellow south; 
Manishtushu, the black west; and Naram Sin, the white north... through 
Marduk-Surya’s East Indian sign of victory, the clockwise Swastika design. 
(“Origin of the Nations,” John Pilkey, 1984.) 

In Aztec mythology, Ometeotl [Shem] gave birth to (adopted) four (vessels) 
children, the four Tezcatlipocas, who each preside over one of the four cardinal 
directions. Over the West presides the White Tezcatlipoca, Quetzalcoatl 
[Ashkenas], the god of light, mercy and wind. Over the South presides the Blue 
Tezcatlipoca, Huitzilopochtli [Canaan], the god of war. Over the East presides 
the Red Tezcatlipoca, Xipe Totec [as yet unknown], the god of gold, farming and 
Spring time. And over the North presides the Black Tezcatlipoca, also called 
simply Tezcatlipoca [Cush], the god of judgment, night, deceit, sorcery, and the 
Earth. [Ref. The Aztecs by Michael E. Smith, 2nd Ed. Blackwell Publishing, 2005, 
and Pilkey NFS p. 336.] 
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According to the monogenetic premise of Genesis, the four racial types 
originated from the Edenic dyad Adam and Eve, and this four-fold ‘Adamic 
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design’ carried forward into the postdiluvian world by four female wives 
selected by Noah for the same purpose with each one of the four claiming 
one of the four geographical cardinal divisions of the earth as a land 
allotment. This set of four (colored coded) females is remembered in East 
Indian tradition as the Mahadevi tetrad of black goddess Kali (Genesis 
‘Ophir’), yellow Durga (‘Sheba’), white Uma (‘Jobab’) and red Mahadevi 
(Havilah’). These racial types arose from the original antediluvian tetrad 
black Adam, yellow Seth, white Cain, and red Abel. The Hellenic version of 
the Mahadevi tetrad is Chaos, the Red Matriarch; Earth, the Black 
Matriarch; Tartarus, the Yellow Matriarch; and Love, the White Matriarch, 
the most beautiful from the perspective of white Hellenes. Regionally, the 
Japanese figure as the yellow quarter of an Oceanic tetrad based on the 
sons of Ham: Tudia son of Min-Mizraim; the Melanesians - black Cush’s 
quarter of the Austronesian tetrad, the people of Tane-mehuta; the 
Caucasoid Ainu of Ham’s white son Canaan, Tu-matuenga of the tetrad (the 
Anu of the Babylonians); the brown Polynesians figure as the red quarter of 
the system, the people of Tawhiri-matea, Ham’s son Phut. In this way the 
Austronesians became a southeastern microcosm of the greater Hamite 
world. [“Noah’s Family Speaks”, p.31, 72, 114, Pilkey, 2003] 

John Pilkey in Origin of the Nations suggests an alliance tetrad of 
political loyalists at heart of the anti-Akkadian cause, the Gallic tetrad of 
Shem-Teutates, Arphaxad-Taranis, Joktan-Esus and himself as _ Peleg- 
Cernunnos. The Teutates panel of the Gundestrup Caldron shows four 
horsemen in front of Teutates each distinguished by an insignia on his head 
- the other three members of the Gallic tetrad plus a figure whose insignia 
is a boar. This fourth figure is interpreted as Eber, whose name in German 
means a boar. [NFS p. 121] 

Shem’s [Thor, Herakles] sons in Genesis 10:23 are a four-race tetrad 
analogous to Noah and his three postdiluvian sons of 10:3, Ham’s four sons 
of 10:6 and Noah’s four daughters at the close of the Canaanite list... these 
four sons of Shem turn up as sons of Herakles in Hellenic tradition and of 
Thor in the Teutonic. The red son Uz (Job’s ancestor) is identified by two 
names of a Central Asian tribe that settled in Ukraine, the Uzes or Cumans. 
Appearing elsewhere as Human, Umman, and the Amerindian Comanche, 
this is Thor’s son Magni and Herakles’ son Scythes, eponym of the 
Scythians of Central Asia and Sarmatia-Russia. The black son Hul appears 
decisively as Thor’s son Hullr and Herakles’ son Hyllus. Yellow Gether is 
Herakles’ son Agathyrsus, eponym of the Agathyrsians of the Baltic region 
of Sarmatia. The white son Mash is Thor’s son Madhe, also the Ugaritic 
Math son of Shem-Aliyan Bal and his white sister Anath as well as Math son 
of Mathonwy in Welsh tradition. [NFS p. 336] 

Apparently, Noahic designed numerical-metaphysical patterned ‘tads’ 
(in this case, tetrads) are primary design factors in being “fruitful and 
multiplying” and “replenishing the earth.” 
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COLOR CODED COSMOLOGICAL TETRADS: 

Post-flood duplication “reconstruction” of Adamic races by the wives of 
the Ark. 

John hypothesized that these wives of the Ark were the foundation to all 
the races today. 

The maternal factor was supremely important because of Noah’s task of 
preserving a plenitude of racial types from the antediluvian world. In 
Genesis 10, the names Cush and Havilah reproduce the names of two 
antediluvian regions grouped together in the system of the four rivers in 
Genesis 2. Curiously, the name Havilah appears twice in Genesis 10, once 
in the Cushite section and again in the Joktanite section. The reason for this 
is that the two persons named in these sections were genetic bearers of the 
racial type, which had inhabited the antediluvian land of Havilah in 2:11. 
(ON.p.21) 

We have found that the female survivors of the Flood were quite 
powerful and that a certain fraction of the names in Genesis 10 refer to 
females on the personal level: Lehab, Naphtuh, Pathrus, and Caphtor in the 
Mizraim section; Sin, Arvad, Zemar, and Hamath in the Canaanite section; 
and Almodad, Jerah, Uzal, Sheba, Ophir, Havilah, and Jobab in the Joktanite 
section. (ON.p.75). 


(Editor: Pathrus has since been changed to his Mizraim name Seba (Riphath, 
son of Noah and Ophir). 

East Indian tradition yields one of the greatest racial design elements, 
the Mahadevi tetrad. Another design element is the color-coding of the gods 
and goddesses, especially certain divine tetrads, as representative of racial 
type. In the Mahadevi tetrad, MahKali or Kali is a black matriarch goddess. 
Uma is white, Durga may be yellow, while classic Hinduism says she is red, 
and Mahadevi may be red, as filling the position of the red Matriarch. 

Hinduism color-codes many of the gods and goddesses, (whether this is 
a racial color indication in every case or not is not important. In some 
cases, as in the above tetrad, they are very much racial type designations. 
Other examples are: Shiva - white, Rama - sky blue, Krishna - black, 
Hanuman - Golden and Gowri - red (red+white+yellow), yet some say 
white; Aditya Varnam Rudra (Golden Coloured Rudra), and Nila-Lohita 
Rudra (The Blue and Red Rudra). The Lord Vishnu is dark-blue in color 
according to a word scan of the Srimad Bhagvatam, Vishnu, and Padma 
Purana. They call Vishnu “dark-blue” many times but do not give any 
meaning of the color. Traditional Patta chitras in Orissa, Krishna and 
Vishnu are always shown using black paint, while Balarama and Shiva are 
always shown using white. In South India, temple idols are often carved out 
of pitch-black granite. Some South Indian goddesses like Matangi and 
Meenakshi are depicted with green skin! Krishna is a curious god indeed. 
Although Krishna, as an incarnation of Vishnu, is often portrayed with blue 
skin, the Sanskrit word krishna literally means “black”, and in devotional 
literature there are countless references to Krishna having extremely dark 
skin. However, in later popularized calendar and other art he is 
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whitewashed - depicted with extremely pale skin, and with the faintest blue 
tint. Parvati has been described as being dark complexioned, a stark 
contrast to her camphor white husband, Lord Shiva. She is also Mahagauri 
(the great fair one) and Kalaratri (dark night).Tara, Matangi: these two 
Mahavidyas are also shown with a dark complexion. Tara is akin to Kaali 
and Matangi - the dark Saraswati. Chhaya, the consort of Surya (the 
Goddess of Shadows), is dark. Yamaraja, the Lord of Death and Order, who 
rides a Buffalo, is dark. Shanideva, the Lord of Saturn is also dark and is 
usually shown in the company of crows. Devi Vall, the human wife of Lord 
Subrahmanyam/Murugan/ Kartikeya is shown as being dark, a contrast to 
her co-wife Devi Devasena. Lord Kalabhairava is Dark and has a fair 
counterpart Gaurbhairava/ Gora-bhairav. In the Mahabharata Epic, 
Draupadi is dark as Fire and shone like Gold; Arjuna is dark but uniquely 
looks Silver in appearance; Nakul is dusky; Goddess Yamuna, Goddess Kali, 
God Shani and Ved Vyas are deep black. There are gods who are certainly 
not dark but look different due to their appearance - Lord Surya and Indra 
are Yellowish or Golden; Agni is Reddish; Lord Shiva and Balrama are milky 
White. As to the color of features other than skin, we also have gods of 
lighter toned hair (Blonde or Tawny hair because mostly Hindu gods are 
shown with black hair) such as Lord Shiva - Red and Tawny hair; Lord Indra 
- Golden hair; Lord Agni - Tawny hair; and Lord Vishnu - Yellow and Green 
hair like Munja grass. Kartikeya, the god of war and General of the Army of 
the gods, known for his extraordinary strength, is yellow skinned. 

The oldest Hindu literature is known as the the Vedas - a collection of 
hymns and other religious texts composed in India around 1200 BCE - 
include some descriptive elements of the gods. For instances of 
species/race and hair color, we read: 

“Thee, Agni, as a herald and choice-worthy guest, as an auspicious 
Friend to the Celestial Race.” - [Rig Veda 1]; “...hadst pleasure in their 
lauds, O Indra golden-haired.” - [Rig Veda 10]; “O Surya with the golden 
hair, ascend for us day after day." - [Rig Veda 10]; “At the swift draught the 
Soma-drinker [Indra] waxed in might, the Iron One with yellow beard and 
yellow hair.” - [Rig Veda 10]; “To her ....to this golden-locked Nirriti 
(goddess of misfortune), I have rendered obeisance.” - [Adharva Veda]; “For 
new prosperity we seek to Agni, him whose course is splendid, gold-haired, 
excellently bright.” - [Rig Veda 3]; “O Surya with the golden hair, ascend for 
us.” [Rig Veda 10]; “With flashing teeth and beard of gold, deft with his 
unabated might." [Rig Veda 5]; “The mighty Thunderer [Indra] with his fair- 
complexioned friends won the land, the sunlight, and the waters.” - [Rig 
Veda 1]; “To him , Rudra the strong , great , fair-complexioned I utter forth 
a mighty hymn of praises.” - [Rig Veda 2]; ”..he smote the Dasyus 
(natives/servants?), and gave protection to the Aryan color.” [Rig Veda 3] 

Bambuti mythology and other creation stories from the pygmies of 
Congo state that the supreme God of the pygmies, Khonvoum, created three 
different races of man out of three kinds of clay: one black, one white, and 
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one red. [Mbiti, John, African Religions & philosophy, Heinemann, 1990, p. 
91] 

Chinese mythology also color-codes the four astronomical constellations 
as if to imprint the heavens with an earthly racial quadratic dispersion. 
There colors are somewhat different but still illustrate the Noahic 
colonization pattern. The Four Symbols of the Chinese constellation are the 
Azure Dragon for the east, the Black Tortoise for north, the White Tiger for 
west, and a Vermillion Bird to represent the south. The Chinese in their 
creation of people appear to match the directional colors color-coding 
human creation similar to the Congo pygmies. Nuwa (also referred to as Nu 
Kwa) and her companion, Fuxi, (also called Fu His - her brother as well as 
her husband) are sometimes worshiped as the ultimate ancestors of all 
humankind, and are often represented as half-snake, half-humans - a 
further eastward removed typology of Apsu and Tiamat, the latter being a 
dragon-serpent goddess. Nuwa molded humans from yellow clay for 
companionship. Color, especially the color yellow, was widely used to 
racially code people, rulers, creatures, places, and other things. For 
example, we have the Yellow Emperor Huangdi, the Jade (Green) Emperor, 
the Yellow River and zoomorphic images as in King Wu’s image of a Yellow 
Bird, 

In Basque tradition, the god Mari has many different forms and colors: 
sometimes he is depicted as various women and as different red animals, 
even as a black he-goat. 

Egyptian mythology also color keyed gods, people, and other things. 
Most of the gods had red skin and most goddesses were yellow. These are 
the same colors used to depict Egyptian men and women. Some have 
unusual symbolic skin colors. Thus, the blue skin and paunchy figure of the 
god Hapi that alludes to the Nile flood he represents and the nourishing 
fertility it brought. 


In Hellenismos, the ancient Greek religion, and specifically in the 
practices of those who follow the teachings of Orpheus, the great 
theologian, there are specific (symbolic?) colors associated with each 
Olympian God and Goddess. The deities and the associated colors are as 
follows: Hestia - red, Ares - dark red, Artemis - silver, Hephaestus - golden- 
red, Hera - blue, Poseidon - deep blue, Athena - light blue (some say 
‘black’), Aphrodite - white with diamonds or pearls, Apollo - pure white, 
Hermes - gold, Zeus - purple, and Demeter - green. As for physical 
descriptions, the Greeks described their gods as fair-skinned and golden or 
yellow-haired. 

“And golden-haired Dionysus [son of Zeus] made brown-haired Ariadne, 
the daughter of Minos, his buxom wife.” - (Hesoid ; the homeric hymns 
750B.C) 

“Next to him, yellow-haired Menelaus son of Atreus [grandson of 
Zeus].” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C] 
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“Athena came down from heaven (the sky): She stood behind him and 
held him back by his long yellow hair. No other man saw her but Achilles 
alone.” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C] 

“Achilles then bethought him of another matter. He went and cut off the 
yellow lock which he had let grow.” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C] 

“Men say that you [Achilles] are son to noble Peleus [grandson of Zeus], 
and that your mother is Thetis, fair-haired daughter of the sea.” - [Homer 
Liad , 850 B.C] 

“There yellow-haired Rhadamanthus [son of Zeus] reigns.” - [Homer 
Odyssey , 850 B.C]. The demi-god Rhadamanthus also had a brother called 
“Sarpadon,” who was also depicted on vase paintings as a yellow/red hair 
giant. 

“After these Antiope the queen, daughter of the aged son of Nauboius, 
bare her youngest child, golden-haired Iolea.” And “Verily wise Zeus 
carried off golden-haired Ganymedes because of his beauty” - [Hesoid, the 
homeric hymns 750B.C]. 

“You Shall lose all your yellow hair......As she spoke Athena touched him 
with her wand and took away all his yellow hair." - [Homer Odyssey, 850 
B.C] 

“.,.the warrior Mulius. He was son-in-law to Augeas, having married his 
eldest daughter, golden-haired Agamede.” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C]. 

We can see that the words of both “golden-haired” and “rich-haired” is 
the exact same, Here the goddess Demeter (and other gods) is described as 
being golden and rich haired. 

“First he sent Iris to call rich-haired Demeter. But golden-haired 
Demeter sat there apart from all the blessed gods and stayed, wasting with 
yearning for her deep-bosomed daughter.” - [Hesoid ; the homeric hymns 
750B.C]. Also, “rich-haired Helen” [daughter of Zeus], “the rich-haired 
Nymphs, daughters of Zeus,” “rich-haired Rhea” [mother of Zeus], “Apollo, 
god of the silver bow, whom rich-haired Leto bare.” - [Hesoid, the homeric 
hymns 750B.C] 

Eye color and size/shape was also seemingly important. The most 
frequent ancient Greek here is glaukos, meaning “clear bright blue” and 
glaukopis, meaning “bright-eyed,” and in some cases also translated as 
“blue-eyed.” 

“Then straightway large-eyed queenly Hera prayed" 

“Bright-eyed Muses, tell of the Tyndaridae, the Sons of Zeus, glorious 
children...delighting in the finery, which the bright-eyed daughter of a 
mighty father had given her.” 

“very wise children were destined to be born of her, first the maiden 
bright-eyed Tritogeneia.” 

“So said the bright-eyed goddess and swiftly got up into the car with 
victory.” 

“And bright-eyed Athene went thence to great Olympus.” - [Hesoid ; the 
homeric hymns 750B.C] 
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“.,.and Zeus's blue-eyed daughter” 

“On this Athena came close up to him and said, "Son of Arceisius—best 
friend I have in the world—pray to the blue-eyed damsel, and to Zeus her 
father.” - [Homer Odyssey , 850 B.C] 

The Greek Geographer Pausania (110 -180 AD) made this remark 
regarding a particular statue of the goddess Athena: “But when I saw that 
the statue of Athena had blue eyes I found out that the legend about them is 
Libyan. For the Libyans say that she is a daughter of Poseidon and the 
Tritonian lake, and that she, like Poseidon, has blue eyes.” 

- [Pausanias Description of Greece , 150 A.D] 

One reference of dark eyes was the daughter of King Ceyx mentioned by 
Hesoid: 

“for you [Heracles] are married to his daughter, dark-eyed 
Themistonoe.” 

Some skin color is found in the following references: 

“The goddess went dazed and in pain and with her fair skin all 
besmirched.” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C] 

“Zeus's daughter Aphrodite, who had conceived him by Anchises when 
he was herding cattle, been quick to mark, and thrown her two white arms 
about the body of her dear son.” - [Homer Liad , 850 B.C] 

“we laid you [Achilles] on your bed and cleansed your fair skin with 
warm water and with ointments” - [Homer Odyssey , 850 B.C] 

“ambrosial loveliness that Aphrodite wears when she goes dancing with 
the Graces;...while as for her complexion it was whiter than sawn ivory.” - 
[Homer Odyssey , 850 B.C] 

“T will sing of Aphrodite, gold-crowned and beautiful, They clothed her 
with heavenly garments: and adorned her with golden necklaces over her 
soft neck and snow-white breasts”- [Homer] 


The Korean account of creation records a set of divine tetrads, four 
females, and four males, each racially color-coded according to their 
appointed offices that represent the four stocks of Mankind. Even though 
the story originates from ancient Korean tradition, it speaks of the history 
of humanity - if we follow tradition back from Korea to Turkestan, Turkey 
(Asia Minor). 

According to the ancient Budoji (recorded by Jaesang Park, a scholar of 
the Shila dynasty), in the beginning, before heaven existed, nothing existed 
except the cosmic rhythm of Yulyo. This Yulyo then creates Mago “Seon- 
nyeo” (Female Immortal) the Mother of the Earth. Mago is the Great 
Goddess of East Asia, representing a goddess of immortality in Taoism. 
While her origin actually remains unknown in Chinese and Japanese 
sources, primary sources such as Budoji depict Mago as the cosmogonist, 
progenitress, and ultimate sovereign. (The word “Seon” suggests people of 
the mountain, namely, residents in Mago Castle, the highest place on 
earth). 
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Additionally, from her all the stars, water, land, energy, fire, and earth 
came forth. Then, day and night, the seasons, and then a paradise called 
Mago Castle. Mago creates two daugthters, Gunghee and Sohee to help 
with propagating all living things. These daughters further create their own 
children; four human daughters that maintained the “yin,” the female tones, 
and four sons who controlled the “yang” or four male tones. The four 
females have no names, but the four sons are Hwanggung (Yellow Child), 
who was charged with caring for Earth; Baekso (White Child), who 
maintained the balance of Energy; Chunggung (Blue Child), who 
maintained the Water; and Heukso (Black Child), charged with the task of 
managing Fire. These are the Immortals, originally referring to Mago’s 
descendants in Mago Castle, the Primordial Paradise. They are the 
primordial clan community of the Mago Species, comprised of the divine, 
demigods, and humans. 

These eight sons and daughters formed four tribes of people. After a 
paradisiacal default over food sustenance a shift takes place from Mago’s 
Milk and purity, to grapes, wine, and other foods. Consequently the people 
contract impurity and have to leave Mago Castle paradise. Hwanggung 
(Yellow Child) decides to save the people and restore them to purity. He 
gives sacred markers (laws) to each tribal leader and orders all four tribes 
to go their separate ways - to the four corners or cardinal directions of the 
Earth. Chgunggung and his people go to China, Japan, and Central and 
South America; Baekso and his people go the Middle East and Europe; 
Heukso goes to Indonesia, India, and Africa; Hwanggung goes to Siberia, 
East Asia, and North America. Thus, the whole Earth is colonized. Sounds 
like Noah sending out colonies. 

According to ancient Sumerian texts, the gods and their descendants 
had dark (black) beards like a "lapis lazuli" stone; had “shining eyes,” 
(possibly blue?) “attractive brows,” were tall and muscular with “massive 
limbs,” were fair and attractive-looking with “well-formed lips,” referred to 
some humans as “black-headed people,” and had a specific interest in 
“white children.” 

According to ancient Mayans the gods and their descendants had long 
silky white hair, blazing deep blue eyes, were tall Caucasian looking, and 
had elongated skulls. 

The Matriarchal tetrad representing four racial types became an 
Ogdoad of language stocks derived from the four-point primary formula 
stated in Genesis 10:5, 20 and 31. The Four Pairs of the Ark, the quadriadal 
(four quarters division) basis of the eight survivors, eight language stocks, 
and land divisions, according to the eight geographical-navigational 
directions of the compass became the colonial pattern. 


PENTADS (5) 
In light of Biblical pentads such as the Genesis 10:22 Shemite siblings 
(Elam, Ashur, Arphaxad, Lud, and Aram), the early Irish and Indian sources 
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demonstrated not four but five directions; five primeval trees (in Early Irish, 
Gnostic, and Manichaean cosmologies); and the divisions of time as in the 
pentad of Aeons or ages (or divine emanations from the godhead). 
Geographically, from the Neolithic and Early Dynastic period, Egypt took a 
central position in connecting ‘four’ other ancient geographies within a 
geographic pentad: Africa, the Levant, Asia Minor, and Mesopotamia, with 
Egypt being the fifth. Pentadic geographic design can be seen in ancient 
colonization patterns. The five greatest rivers of the Far East within the 
sphere of Sino-Tibetan speakers are the Irrawaddy, Mekong, Hsi, Yangtze 
and Huang Ho. As a reasonably complete (colonization) pentad, they 
correspond to the five sons of Heth, the five colonizing Emperors in Chinese 
legend. Dr. John Pilkey charts the Chinese colonial pentad as follows: 


Dates Location People Emperor’ Son of Heth 
2188-2182 River Huang Ho Mandarin Han Huangdi Akurgal 
2182-2176 River Yangtze Hakka Zhuanxu Ankura 
2176-2170 River Hsi Yue Cantonese Diku Sirim 
2170-2164 River Mekong 

Upper Mekong Vietnamese Chinese Min Thai 

Emp. Yao Kampilya 

2164-2158 River Irrawaddy 

Upper Irrawaddy Burmese Chinese Wu 

Tibetans Emp. Shun Baridishshu 


Hellenic mythology attributes to the legendary Iapetus a pentad of sons: 
Atlas, Prometheus, Menoetius, Epimetheus, and Hesperus. These five 
(artificial) sons , like the Chinese Emperors, depict and identify five regions 
and nations. Dr. Pilkey determines that the “five sons of Iapetus” are a 
political-allegorical record of an alliance (of the Subarian Empire) with 
Peleg (added). 


“Sons” of Iapetus and the Subartu Pentad. 


Titan Sons Derivative 

of Iapetus Location Name Local Name Nations 
Hesperus Musri Mizraim Musri Egyptians 
Atlas Harran Cush Ethiopians 
Epimetheus Upper Tigris Canaan Canaanites 
Menoetius Gutium Phut Imta Berbers 
Prometheus Aratta Peleg Lord of Aratta Celts 


Subarian Empire of the Sons of Ham. 


Dates Aryan Branch Source Destination Sons of Ham 
2338-2331 Brythonic Celts Sippar Musri Mizraim (Mynogan) 
2331-2324 Italics Nippur Haran Cush (Quirinus) 
2324-2317 Teutons Lagash Upper Tigris Canaan (Tue) 
2317-2310 Hellenes Eridu Aratta Phut (Iapetus) 
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[Ref. Kingship At Its Source p. 294, 298] 


SACRED SIBLING SEPTADS (7) 

Ancient traditions point to a single mythological 'memory' of the most 
important post-Flood figure in all history - the Patriarch Noah. This cosmic 
flood or chaos survivor is sometimes associated with seven other figures. 
They are remembered as the seven-companion survivors, sages, or wise 
men. This small economy of beings is variously described as a septad or 
octad. The most primitive family is numbered at seven, with the monad 
father numbering the eighth. Each of the seven represent a patriarch or 
founding father of a line of people. Just as the Book of Revelation divides 
the Church into seven assemblies, with seven angels or messengers, and 
divides time, events and judgments as septads, so the ancients numbered 
divine economies into seven distinct images. 

The number seven is associated with pagan deities in different ways. 
The sun god Re was said to have seven bau or souls, and several other 
deities were considered to be 'sevenfold' or to have seven forms. The many 
different manifestations of Hathor were frequently consolidated into a more 
manageable and comprehensible group of seven, but the fact that different 
Hathors exisited - comprimised of different goddesses - shows that the 
sevenfold grouping was symbolically more important than the specific 
deities included. The number also appears in groups of different deities 
which were brought together. The company of gods revered at Abydos 
comprimised seven gods, for example, and it is also probably not 
coincidental that the number of the 42 judges who sat in the tribunal of the 
afterlife to judge the deceased was a multiple of seven. The seven cows 
found in chapter 148 of the Book of the Dead also provide a good example 
of this kind of group. While these bovines were sometimes identified as 
aspects of the goddess Hathor as the so-called ‘seven Hathors' and 
individually named as ‘Mansion of kas', ‘Silent One', 'She of Chemnis’, 
‘Much Beloved', 'She who protects', 'She whose name has power', and 
‘Storm in the sky', They usually bear no clear association other than that of 
their own grouping and the fact that they fulfilled a cosmic role as the 
goddess of fate (Wilkinson, P.77). 

The Ancient Greeks believed there was a connection between the 
number of colors (seven colors) in the spectrum and the number of days in 
the week, the number of notes in a musical scale and the number of objects 
then known in the solar system. The god Atlas had seven daughters known 
as “the Pleiades”: Maia, Taygate, Electra, Alcyone, Calacno, Sterope, and 
Merope. 

In Hebrew tradition, after creating the world God rested on the seventh 
day and the seven-day week. The word “created” is used seven times in the 
Book of Genesis. Seven symbolizes the unity of the four traditional corners 
of Earth with the Holy Trinity. The number seven occurs some 700 times 
throughout the Bible. The Book of Revelation refers to seven churches, 
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seven angels, seven seals, seven trumpets and seven stars, and a red 
dragon with seven heads and diadems. Israel captured the city of Jericho 
after marching around it seven times, Solomon took seven years to build his 
temple; the Seal of Solomon symbolizes the sacred number seven by the six 
points and the invisible seventh element of transformation. The sum of 
divinity (‘three’) and humankind (‘four’) gives ‘seven’ and expresses the 
relationship between God and the world: we have seven days of creation, 
seven heavens and seven deadly sins, and seven Christian virtues to 
counter. Job had seven sons and the great flood came seven days after 
Noah went into his ark. In the story of Joseph in Egypt there were seven 
years of plenty followed by seven years of famine and Christ spoke seven 
words from the cross. 

In the Orient, Buddha has often been depicted as being shadowed by a 
seven headed serpent or “Naga.” In Hindu , Shesha, the great king of all 
serpent deities is depicted with seven heads. There are seven sacred 
planets. In other religions the universe is made of seven heavens. The 
Koran often speaks of seven heavens. In Christianity, Judaism and Islam, 
God resides above the seventh heaven. In Hinduism there are seven higher 
worlds and seven underworlds. In the ancient Vedic form of the religion the 
sun god’s chariot is pulled by seven horses and the human body has seven 
basic chakras or “wheels of energy.” Similar to the seven Akkadian Apkallu 
(aquatic demi-gods of wisdom), Japanese mythology has seven gods of 
fortune responsible for good health. The ancient world had seven wonders: 
the Great Pyramid of Giza, the Hanging Gardens of Babylon, the Temple of 
Artemis at Ephesus, the Statue of Zeus at Olympia, the Mausoleum at 
Halicarnassus, the Colossus of Rhodes, and finally the Lighthouse of 
Alexandria. 
[https://www.express.co.uk/news/uk/469565/The-magnificient-7-The-meaning-and- 
history-behind-the-world-s-favourite-number] 


OCTADS/OGDOADS (8) 
THE ALL-FATHER AND SEVEN SAGES 

In Egyptian mythology, the divine Ogdoad family ("the eightfold") of the 
ancient Khemnu or Khmun meant ‘eight town' They were eight primordial 
deities worshiped in Hermopolis as the descendants of the Sun god Re or 
Amun-Re. They were “the eight original ones,” the eight Egyptian gods 
responsible for creation, and were composed of the four divine pairs, 
representing the eternal and unchanging concepts of the original Noahic 
universe (Nun/Naunet, “Water”; Heh/Hauhet, “Infinity”; Kek/Kauket, 
“Darkness”; Amun/Amaunet, “Hiddenness”. 

The Babylonian Enuma Elis creation epic records the Noahic family as 
the four pairs of primeval gods, the ogdoad Apzu and Tiamat, Lahmu and 
Lahamu, Anshar and Kishar, Anu and Nudimmud, while the Hindus record 
them as the eight elemental gods, the Asta-Vasus Indra and his seven 
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attendants. The Greeks perverted the divine family into the twelve 
“Olympian Gods.” 

The Hebrew Genesis cosmology depicts the Noahic family as an ogdoad 
of four males and four females or matriarchs, which is the foundation to all 
origin traditions. As in gentile accounts of the gods, each Noahic member 
represented an eighth aspect or ideal, a potential racial type, language, and 
politic of the will of God, and was adopted and later demonstrated in the 
eight-fold symbolism throughout ancient cosmologies. Each flood survivor 
member was given a particular heraldric system of symbols and images 
representative of the eight-fold creative ideal for restoring the human race, 
for colonizing and “replenishing the earth.” As God was known under eight 
different names, so there were eight different aspects to God’s working His 
plan of restoration through the eight members of the Ark. The following 
chart is self explanatory as to the correlations between sacred scripture and 
national traditions. 


Noahic Hebrew Elemental dingir- Sum-Akkad Lingusitc 
Member Tradition Symbol (god-class) (god-cult) Stock- 
Noah El-Elyon Heaven anna ANu-ship Turanian 
Japheth Adonai-Yah Shepherd ka Dumuzi-ship Hamitic 

Ham Elohim Air ankia Enlil-ship Semitic 
Shem Yahweh Storm karkara Ishkar-ship Indo-Eur 

R-Wf /Arphxd El-Shaddai Moon  hursagga Nanna-ship Amerind 
Y-Wf/ Obal Yah-Sabaoth Sun sharshara Utu-ship SinoTibet 
B-Wf/Nimrod El-Gibbar War kilagash Ninurta-ship Austrones 
W-Wf/Sidon El-Olam Water galgal  Enki-ship Sumerian 


ENNEADS (9) THE NINE CREATOR GODS OF EGYPT 

In Heliopolis, the tradition varies from that of Hermopolis: the nine gods 
of the Ennead, the sun god, and eight of his descendants, were responsible 
for creation. Atum (or Re-Atum) self-generated and emerged from the 
primordial waters, and produced out of himself (by spitting, sneezing, or 
masturbating) the next generation with Shu (“Air”) and Tefnut (“Moisture”), 
which then produced Geb (“Earth”) and Nut (“Sky”). Out of these first 
generations of “universal” elements were born the gods of social concepts: 
Osiris, god of the underworld; Seth, god of chaos, always endangering 
order; Isis, the throne deity; and Nephtys, a parallel to Isis. Finally, Osiris 
and Isis produced Horus, the god of kingship, thereby making kingship part 
of the natural divine order. 

In the Memphite Theology features the god of crafts, Ptah Tatenen 
(“Ptah of the Primeval Mound”). He created Atum “through his heart and 
through his tongue,” by plan and word, and founded Maat and kingship. 
The gods of the Ennead were his manifestations. 

The Egyptian creation story of the Heliopolitan priests recounts the 
world originally consisting of the primordial waters of pre-creation 
personified as Nun. From this cosmic chaos arose a mount, upon which sat 
Atum (also equated with the sun god Ra), the self-begotten one evolved 
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from Nun. Atum then spat and produced the air god Shu, the moisture also 
producing Tefnut. These two offspring then produced the earth personified 
as Geb, and the nighttime sky personified as Nut. Geb and Nut were the 
parents of Osiris and Isis, and of Set and Nephthys, who became respective 
couples in turn. The emanation of the Divine Ennead is as follows: The 
Memphite Theology subjugates the Ennead, as derived from the god Ptah. 

PTAH > Nun (Atum, Ra) > Shu and Tefnut > Geb and Nut > Osiris and 
Isis, and Set and Nephthys > (Horus, son of Osiris, added by variant 
accounts).* 

In Roman and Greek myth, Hydra, the mythological monster had nine 
heads. The Styx circled hell nine times, while mystics in ancient times, 
formed a magic circle with a diameter of nine feet for summoning the 
spirits of the dead. The number nine is composed of three trinities and is 
often associated with a goddess. The number nine was a sacred number for 
the Muses: Calliope, Urania, Polymnia, Terpsichore, Clio, Melpomene, 
Erato, Euterpe and Thalia. 

The Chinese Phoenix is the nine-headed bird (“Jiu Feng” also called 
"Nine Phoenix"), a monster in Chinese mythology. It has a bird's body and 
nine heads with human faces, and was worshiped by ancient natives.** 

[* See Wilkinson, Richard H. “The Complete Gods and Goddesses of Ancient Egypt.” Series. 
New York: Thames & Hudson, 2003. 


**http://www.ancientpages.com/2016/10/29/nine-headed-bird-mythical-creature-worshiped- 
in-ancient-china/] 


ELEMENTAL SYMBOLISM 

Throughout all the different mythologies of the world, the gods are 
classified by elemental symbols such as Sun, Moon, Fire, and Water. The 
principle god is usually called the Sun God. Others are called by various 
other elements. These symbols are universal to all mythology and are a 
major key in comparative studies. A common identification of the gods is 
possible through these elemental symbols. For instance, the Grecian Sky 
God Ouranus is equivalent to his predecessor, the Sumerian Sky or Heaven 
God Anu-I, while Cronus, the son of Ouranus, is the Greek version of the 
Sumerian Air God Enlil. These are only two out of the many examples 
available in comparative myrthological studies. The Hebrew tradition, 
unfortunately, does not lend itself to such elemental symbolic 
interpretation, but rather saw God as eight-fold named 

for the Hebrew's apparently avoided adopting the pagan elemental 
system. Therefore, to form any associations between the two systems, other 
comparative identification methods must be employed. 

The myths also demonstrate a uniform tradition of royal hereditary 
descent of the gods. This Kingship descent principle is found in the more 
ancient and comprehensive mythologies. These sons of the gods are 
described variously as avatars, kings, and incarnations. The Sumerians of 
Mesopotamia began their royal lineage in their King list with 'the descent of 
Kingship out of Heaven.’ 
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The Hindus also have their ancestral lineage recorded in the 
incarnations of Vishnu and Manu. The Teutonic tribes of Europe remember 
their ancestors in the multiple versions of Odin-Thor, etc. The Greeks also 
seem to have applied the same principle to Jupiter, who appears as more 
than one god. Many traditions retain some succession order, though others 
display a more isolated system of distinct names. This system of royal 
descent appears to commemorate some kind of royal line of hero men like 
the Hebrew lineage of the Genesis Patriarchs. If there is any Hebrew 
parallel at all, it must be that of the political rulers and sons of Noah, as 
found in the Genesis 10-11 lists. 

Another fascinating mythological parallel that has some historical basis 
is the exiled infant motif. This universal myth finds its historicity in the life 
of the infant Moses, who, set adrift by his mother down the Nile River, was 
eventually found and adopted by the Royal House of the Pharaoh. This 
legendary motif can be traced to the more ancient myths of the Pagans. The 
Greeks have their infant Perseus; the Akkadians have Sargon the Great; the 
Hindus have their Mahabharata Epic Karna and the ancient Japanese have 
their Kojiki figure Susa-No-Wo, the Leach-Child or Sun-Lad. Surely the 
principle of a mono-mythological source is demonstrated here. 

The Descent of the Earth Mother into Hades or the Nether World is 
another universal motif. In many older myths the Earth Mother is trapped 
in her decent into the underworld. She is then prohibited from eating 
certain ‘hellish' foods. Her hellish act causes her transformation into the 
hellish Goddess of Death. There are many examples: The Sumerians have 
Inanna occupy this position; the Babylonians have Ishtar; the Greeks claim 
it was Persephone and/or Aphrodite; the Romans call her Venus; the 
Northerners list Herthus, Frigg, and Freya, while the Japanese record 
Izanami or Tisikinopokami. 

Another universal motif is the War between the Gods. The duplication of 
a single divine battle is evident in their elemental similarities. The Hindu 
Mahabharata War is a later reenactment of the Epic Ramayana War, which 
are anachronisms of the Mesopotamian War between ancient Erech (Uruk) 
and Aratta, described in the Enuma-Elis Epic of Marduk. The Greeks have 
their apocalypse in the Titan-Olympian War. The ancient historian Nonnus 
records an equal in the Bactrian War. In the Babylonian Creation Myth of 
the Enuma-Elis Epic, old Mother Hubur ‘Tiamat,’ wife of Apsu, is shown 
gathering an army of eleven monsters (or clans) against the god Marduk. 
This same scene is found in the later Hindu Ramayana Epic, where eleven 
monkey tribes are gathered against the evil Surya-Ravana, the King of 
Lanka. The dissimilarity is the former Epic has Marduk the hero, while the 
latter makes him the villain ‘Ravana.’ These parallel legendary battles 
demonstrate an ancient feud within the ancient Near East. 

India seems to have retained many of the Near Eastern myths, but 
under different names and titles and political views. Another myth in 
support of this connection is the myth of the Sleep Spell. The Near Eastern 
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Enuma-Elis records the story of Ea-Enki conjuring up a sleep spell against 
the god Apsu and his vizier Mummu, where Ea is shown stealing Apsu's 
sacred garments. The Hindu Puranic myths record this same legend in the 
person of Indra. With this comparative study, Indra and Apsu seem to be 
acknowledged as the same person-god. Both were, after all, gods of the 
Water. 

Other comparisons can be made with the many royal triads, the Regents 
of the four quarters of Earth or cardinal points; the primeval septads; the 
divine octads; the four rivers and many others. The Biblical theory that 
answers this question of how so many parallels can be found, is the Biblical 
doctrine of monogenesis from a single common source as testified to by a 
universal mono-mythological tradition. 


GENEALOGICAL ELEMENTS 

Before any reconstruction of Pre-Abrahamic events can be made, a 
thorough analysis of Noahic genetics must be made. The primary 
interpretive key is monogenesis. The understanding of a single origin for all 
mankind is vital for the removal of all polytheistic elements from mythology. 
It follows, that a 'euhemeristic' re-evaluation of the gods in light of the early 
Genesis Patriarchs ultimately leads to an identification of all the so-called 
gods with the Genesis figures. 

The next step is the identification of all the mythological First-Father 
figures with the Biblical Noah. The third, is genetic chains inherent in the 
mythological genealogies or what we should call genealogical segments.’ 
Most of the early myths will commence with the First-Father figure or 
Water God of the Abyss. Exceptions to the rule, will begin with different 
political figures and descendants. 

The most important ‘Biblical’ genealogical segment chains are: Hebrew: 

1) Noah > Ham > Canaan > Sidon > Salah 

2) Noah > Shem > Arphaxad > Obal > Shelah 


Some of the most important Gentile mythological chains are: 


GRECIAN: 
a) Deucalion > Ouranus > Cronus > Poseidon > Belus 


SUMERIAN: 
b) Apsu >.Anu > Enlil > Enki/Ea > Bel-Marduk 
Apsu > Anshar > Anu-2 > Ea > Marduk 


EAST INDIAN: 


c) Indra > Sunda > Pulastya > Visrava > Ravana 
Vishnu > Kama > Marichi > Kasyapa > Surya 
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Establishing genetic segments within the mythologies is of prime 
importance for the synthesis of proto-historical events and for the 
expanding of Genesis biographies. Such segments, when recorded and 
analyzed, can be used like pieces of a puzzle to piece together segments of 
lost history. Comparing various mythological segments through associating 
similar motifs, can expand the testimonial range of the Genesis account. A 
small sample of this type of experimentation is the comparing of the 
following 'known' segments. One is from the Greek and the other is from 
the Bible, while the third is from the Babylonian mythologies. 


SYMBOL: Hebrew Greek Babylonian 
Segement-I Segment-2 Segement-3 

First-Father Noah Chaos/Deucalion Apsu/Abzu 

Heaven God Ham Ouranus Anu 

Air God Canaan (Cush?) Cronus Enlil 

Sea God Sidon Poseidon Enki/Ea 


The Sea God motif, for example, helps to substantiate the genetic 
segment link between Poseidon, Cronus, Ea, and Enlil. Thus, elemental 
motifs help to verify genetic identifications between different traditions. 
Elemental motifs or symbols lend much support to other genetic 
identifications. Elemental genealogical segments are scattered throughout 
all the traditions, but are less common than the formal genealogies. In the 
Greek myths the God of Chaos marries the elemental Earth Goddess and 
they give birth to the Heaven God. The complete ‘elemental’ segment runs 
as follows: 


1) Chaos and Earth Mother beget 
2) The Heaven God, who beget 

3) The Air God, who beget 

4) The Sea God 


Another example is the ancient Near Eastern tradition of Water/Chaos 
> Heaven > Air > Sea > Sun. A somewhat different genealogy is the East 
Indian segment: Chaos > Fish God > Storm God > Lunar/Moon God or King 
> Solar/Sun King. 

The process is simple. Once a segment is established, identified and 
found complete (without any breaks), all the varied motifs become spatially 
fixed, while all the rest become either duplicates or later versions of the 
originals. The segments from Genesis, the Greek and the Babylonian myths 
are identified from their comparison with the Genesis Patriarchs. Greek 
traditions are designed after the Babylonian and Egyptian myths. Thus, the 
Greek segments are duplicates of the Babylonian, with the names changed 
according to language. 
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MOTIF HEBREW GREEK BABYLONIAN 


Water God Noah Chaos/Deucalion Apsu 
Heaven God Ham Ouranus Anshar 
Air God Canaan Cronus Enlil 

Sea God Sidon Poseidon Ea(Enki) 


Genealogical charts can be constructed using just the 'elemental' motifs 
or epithets. These are primarily the under-currents or layers for the 
verification of the more formal genetic genealogical segments. 


1) Primeval Chaos & Earth 
2) Heaven God 

3) Storm God 

4) Air God 

5) Moon God 

6) Sea God 

7) War God 

8) Sun God 

9) Sun God-II 


Other identifications can be made through more detailed studies in the 
various elemental clusters or marital relationships in the genealogies. For 
instance, the wives or consorts of the primeval Water God of Chaos are as 
follows: 

Once a complete genealogical analysis and identification of the genetic 
segments is made and all the methods of verification are employed for 
validating the equations, a well-established genealogical reconstruction can 
be made. Once the reconstruction is finished, a thorough analysis and 
correlation of all the political intrigues and religious philosophical positions 
can be established. This all, then, consolidates into a coherent chronological 
history. 

The following comparative genealogy chart of the different cultural 
mythologies explains the common identity of the Hebrew Patriarchs and the 
Pagan gods. Numbers 1-5 are the Sumerian, Babylonian, Greek, Hindu, and 
West Semitic Ugaritic names for Noah. The lines connecting them are 
identification lines. Running obliquely are the genetic lines of descent. 
Thus, Apsu, Anshar, Anu-II, Ea, and Marduk describe the paternal descent 
of Marduk's family line. Where there is no genetic connecting line, the 
genetics are questionable or non-existent. The figure may or may not be the 
father, etc. 

The Mesopotamian (Sumerian) pantheon appears to be a genetically 
based lineage, when compared to the more generalized or obscured 
Ugaritic one. The Semitic Ugaritic does have a few genetic ties, but nothing 
comparable to the Sumerian or Babylonian. Baal is mentioned as the son of 
Dagon and the father of Math, plus a Buffalo or Wild Ox. He has four wives 
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who include his sister Anath, while Bull-El is shown as the father of Yamm, 
Mot, and Nahor. Asherah also has four sons. The rest are vague and 
obscure. 

The East Indian genealogies are more genetically comprehensive 
compared to the Ugaritic ones. The Indian one covers both the patriarchal 
and matriarchal lines, delineating the paternal and maternal linkages on 
both sides, while favoring the Shemite Line. The Indian has much longer 
genetic segments. The Greek and Babylonian genealogies, though, favor a 
more comprehensive Hamite lineage on the paternal side of Belus, while 
completely neglecting the other side for obvious Hamitic political reasons. 
The Sumerian only gives a hint as to the composition of the paternal Hamite 
side, and neglects the maternal side altogether. This leaves Lugalbanda out, 
isolated as a cultural hero--a legendary figure “without father or mother.” 
Overall, the Ugaritic or Canaanite list seems to be the most vague, probably 
because of its late composition. 

Beginning with Alulim (No.1) and finishing with MahaVishnu (No.42) 
spans the whole chart. A bibliography of each will be given along with what 
I believe to be the best comparative synthesis of each identity equation. 
Indra and Brahma will be dealt with more extensively for two reasons. First, 
they are the most important; secondly, they are more extensively 
documented in the Indian myths. The others will serve to explain the 
genealogical family descents. 

The following are the chart and the pantheon lists from the different 
mythologies relative to the Genesis 10 studies. The elemental motifs and 
the Biblical identities are correlated to each god for easy reference. 


THE MAJOR PANTHEONS 
A. Sumerian Pantheon: 
. (Noah)-----Alulim-----Netherworld(Abzu) 
. (Ham)------ Anu-I-----Heaven God 
. (Canaan)---Enlil------- Air God 
. (Sidon)-----Enki------ Water God 
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. (Uzal)------ d.Inanna--Fertility Goddess 
10. (Shelah)----Shulpae 
11. (Obal)------ Utu------ Sun God 


B. Babylonian(Semitic) Pantheon: 

1. (Noah)----- Apsu-----God of the Abyss 

2. (Ham)------ Anshar 

3. (Canaan)---Anu-II 

4. (Sidon)-----Nudimmud/Ea-Water/Sea God 
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. (Shelah)----Marduk---Sun God 
. [Noah] --- 
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10. (Shelah)---Marduk------ Creator/Sun God 
11. (Obal)-----Utunapishtum--Sun God-II 


C. Greek Pantheon: 
1. (Noah)-----Deucalion---Flood Survivor Hero 


2. (Ham)------ Ouranus----Heaven God 

3. (Canaan)---Cronus-----Air God of Time 
4. (Sidon)-----Poseidon---Sea God 

5. (Shelah)----Belus/Asclepius/Typhon 
6. (Noah)----- 

7. (Shem)-----Hercules/Dardanus 

8. (Arphaxad)-Herowles 

9. (Uzal)------ Aphrodite/Ino/Venus 

10. (Shelah)--- 


D. East Indian Pantheon: 

1. (Noah)-----Indra-----Thunder God 
2. (Ham)------ Sunda/Kama-Love God 

3. (Canaan)---Pulastya/Marici 

4. (Sidon)-----Vishrava/Kasyapa 

5. (Shelah)----Ravana/Surya--The Lanka Sun God 
6. (Noah)-----Indra-----MahaVishnu 

qi 

8. 

9. 

10. (Shelah)---Ravana/Martanda,Vedic Sun God 


E. Syrian Ugaritic West Semitic Pantheon: 

1. (Noah)----- Dagon/Elium/Alilu/Alalus--Fish Man God 

. (Ham)------ Anus(Hittite)--Antagonist to Alalus 

. (Canaan)--- 

. (Sidon)-----Kothar---Hayyin, Craftsman God 

. (Shelah)----Bull-El / Tr-Il 

. (Noah)----- (Dagon) 

. (Shem)-----Baal/Hadad-----Rider of the Clouds/Storm God 


(Uzal)------ Shapsh-----Torch, the Sun Goddess 


2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10. (Shelah)----Bull-El-----Creator of Creatures 
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The first of the biographies consists of a selection of primeval fathers 
found throughout the major mythologies. Some appear as water-gods, or 
gods of chaos--the Abyss. Others appear as survivors of catastrophes and 
cosmic floods. Yet, the one thing they all have in common is that they are 
the first-mentioned being to exist and to procreate the gods and mankind. 


THE TOWER MOTIF 

The principle of confusing truth also applies to Babel. The dispersion 
was politically resentful to the forced exodus and thus, like Pharoah striking 
the name of Moses from Egyptian records, much of the dispersion either 
silenced or reinterpreted the events in their national records. All but few, 
such as the Assyrian’s account of the “tazimat” retain little about the Tower 
of Babel event. The Sumerians conceal much of it under their Sumerian 
flood. What cultures do remember the Tower stripped it of its Near Eastern 
details and either transposed it upon their own local geography or say no 
more about it than what is written in Genesis - it was a collective effort and 
‘something’ confused the languages. 

Some purpose of the builders is found in an account of this catastrophe 
among the aborigines of Central America. Ixtlilxochitl, after narrating the 
story of the Deluge, which brought to a close the first world age, Atonatiuh, 
and destroyed most of mankind, described the catastrophe that ended the 
second age or Ehecatonatiuh—'"the sun of wind.” Then, as men were 
thereafter multiplying they constructed a very huge Zacualli, which means 
“a very high tower” in order to protect themselves [probably from other 
potential floods], when again the second world might be destroyed. At the 
crucial moment, their languages were confounded, and as they did not 
understand one another, they went into different parts of the world. [Don 
Fernando de Alvara Ixtlilxochitl, Obras Historicas (Mexico, 1891), Vol. I, p. 12.] 

Other Meso-American accounts, concerning the foundation of the 
pyramid of Cholula in Mexico chronicle that after the waters of the Deluge 
had receded, one of the survivors came to Cholula, and began to build a 
large structure for the purpose to raise a mighty edifice to the clouds. But, 
as the story recounts, the gods were offended and brought fire from heaven 
down upon the pyramid, and the building remained unfinished. JJ. G. Frazer, 
Folk Lore in the Old Testament Vol. I [London, 1918]. Frazer adds that at the time of 
the Spanish conquest the inhabitants of Cholula preserved a large stony 
(silicate) meteorite, which according to them was the very thunderbolt that 
fell on the pyramid and set it on fire. [E. B. Tylor, Anahuac p. 277]. 

Another Mexican tradition tells of giants who built a tower that almost 
reached the heavens, when it was destroyed by a thunderbolt. [Diego Duran, 
Historia de las Indias de Nueva Espana y las Islas de Tierra Firmei, Mexico, 1867, pp. 6.] 

The Babylonian account, as transmitted by Abydenus (c. 200 B.C.), tells 
that when men “built a high tower where now is Babylon, and when it was 
already close to heaven, the gods sent winds and ruined the entire 
scheme. . . . then, men, having till then been all of the same speech, 
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received [now] from the gods many languages.” [Abydenus, quoted by Cyril, 
Adversus Julianum Bk. I, and by Eusebius, Praeparatio Evangelica IX, 14.] 

Other accounts give the some impression that the Tower was stricken 
by lightning. In the Babylonian Talmud it is said: “A third of the tower was 
burnt, a third sank [into the earth] and a third is still standing.” [Tractate 
Sanhedrin XI (fol. 109A) of Seder Nezikin, transl. by H. Freedman, London, 1935, p. 748.] 

The Tower of Babel story is found in the many remote parts of the world 
prior to the arrival of missionaries, thus before the Biblical account became 
known to the aborigines. For instance, on the island of Hao, of the Tuamotu 
islands in Polynesia, the people tell that after a great flood the surviving 
sons of Rata, erected a building to reach the sky and see the creator god 
Vatea (Atea). But, exactly like every other account, an angry god chased the 
builders away, destroyed the building, and changed their language. When 
questioned about Biblical influence, the natives replied that their tradition 
was known before the arrival of the white man. [R. W. Williamson, Religious and 
Cosmic Beliefs of Central Polynesia, Cambridge, 1933, vol. I, p. 94; and A.-C. Eugene Caillot, 
Mythes, legendes et traditions des Polynesiens (Paris, 1914), p. 16] 

The Popol Vuh, the sacred book of the Quiche Mayas, as well as the 


Andean tradition remember the confusion of language. [Brasseur de Bourbourg, 
Histoire des nations civilises du Mexique, 1857, vol. I, p. 72; and Pedro Sarmiento de 
Gamboa in his Historia de los Incas, ch. 7] 


The Kaska Indians narrate that a great darkness came on, and high 
winds drove the boats hither and thither. The people became separated and 
later could not understand one other tribes. [Kaska Tales, by James A. Teit, in 
Journal of American Folklore, No. 30, 1917, p. 442] 

Unlike the much more clear account in Genesis, the Gentile however, 
defaced the truth, both by rejecting the belief in the true proper Creation 
and by confounding their cosmogonies. The matching typology was obvious; 
the confounding simple enough and the results to the true history of Noah 
disastrous. 

From all the havoc of the rebellious sons of Noah at Babel, only the 
Genesis account has stood out among all the others as the key to unraveling 
the mysterious confusion found in the world's national mythologies. This 
would answer the question of why Moses wrote such an account as Genesis 
in the first place, when he had so many 'others' from which to choose. He 
had the Egyptian Cosmogony to choose, as well as Syrian and other Mid- 
Eastern Cosmogonies. The accounts are similar, but the specifics are 
different. The dissimilarities between them and the Biblical versions give 
Moses' record its uniqueness. This betrays its authenticity and the seal of 
accuracy. 
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PATRIARCHAL MATRIARCHAL 
HAMITIC LINE SHEMITIC LINE 
Sumerian: Mesopotamia 
I, NOAH 41.) NOAH 
1.) pe Ninazu 
Ae 
Il. HAM 36.) SHAM 
6.) Anu-I Ishkur 
IIL. CANAAN 31.) ARPHAXAD-I we 
11.) Enlil Nanna, Moon God 
Babylonian: Babylonian: 
2.) TR 2.) Apsu 
IV. SIDON - - ---------- 26.) UZAL-O 
16.) Enki Inanna / Ishtar 
ss ) Anshar 37.) Mummu 
V. SHELAH / SALAH 
21.) Lugalbanda 
12.) Anu-IT 32.) Sin 
Greek: Greek: 
3.) Deucalion 3.) XX 
17; . ad [------4------- 27.) Damkina - 0 
~< 
8.) Hellenes 38.) XX 
Ouranus 
22.) al Ea-II 
13.) Cronus 33.) XX 
Hundu: Ay Hundu: 
4.) Indra / 42.) MahaVisnu 
Visnu-I 18.) Poseidon - - - - -}- - - 28.) Aphrodite / - O 
Ino / Ishtar 
9.) Sunda / Kama 23.) Belus 39.) Brahma 
14.) Pulastya / 34.) Daksa / Canaanite: 


Marichi 


Sukesi W.Sem.Ugaritic 


West Semitic: i 5.) Dagon 
5.) Dagon / 
Alilu/ 19.) Vishrava/ -- ------ 29.) Aditi/ -O 
Elium Kasyapa Kaikasi 
10.) Anus 40.) Baal / 
(Hittite) 24.) Ravana / Hadad 
Surya / Egyptian: 
15.) XX Karna 35.) Yerkh 43.) NU 
20.) Kothar 30.) Shapsh - O \ & /= Genetic s./ d. 
I= Same Fig. Identity 
25.) BULL-El IL = All Marduk Fig. 
-- =Consort / Wife 
| O = Matriarch / Wife 
(Sons ) 
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Chapter-1 
Noah’s Designed World 
By Dr. John Pilkey 


Noah's postdiluvian family is knowable in extra-biblical terms because 
they built their world deliberately and valued symmetry as a source of 
order. Randomness never got the upper hand among them. Their design 
elements lie everywhere. A classic example is the Sumerian concept of 
world geography. From the perspective of Mesopotamia, the Sumerians 
recognized two seas, the Upper and Lower-- Mediterranean and Persian 
Gulf-- a dyad that becomes a racial tetrad in the world of humanity. 

Racial design elements sourced in the antediluvian world consist of 
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more than skin color. Polarity also exists in facial type and overall size. The 
two facial extremes can be labeled "convex" (high cheek-boned) and 
"concave" (low cheek-boned). Adam, it can be shown, was dark-skinned, 
large and with convex facial type. His extra offspring named in Genesis 5:4 
became the black race of antediluvian Cush. His son Seth, born in his 
"likeness" according to 5:3, shared his convex facial type with Eve's smaller 
size and fairer skin and fathered the yellow or Asian race. As a descendant 
of Seth, Noah was an Asian in the male line. 

Cain and Abel both appear in Genesis 4 as though sons of Eve in some 
particular sense. In both cases, as with Seth, “likeness” is determined by 
facial type. Cain derived from Eve the concave type and fair skin and 
combined it with Adam's larger size. As a result he fathered the Caucasoid 
race. Abel combined Eve's facial type and smaller size with Adam's darker 
skin and gave rise to the red, aquiline, or Amerindian race. Aware by 
tradition of the dualism of skin color distinguishing Adam and Eve, the 
Egyptians painted males red and females pale yellow. 

In world ethnography Eve's two races inhabit the inner and outer 
portions of the Upper Sea continuum of Mediterranean and Atlantic, whites 
in Europe and reds in Native America. Lands of the Lower Sea continuum of 
Persian Gulf, Arabian Sea, and Indian Ocean are inhabited by blacks in the 
inner west and Asians in the outer east. Blacks occur from ancient times 
both in East Africa and Dravidian India. The yellows occur as far west as 
Malagasy but only because that island was colonized from Malaysia of the 
Far Eastern continent. In the Pacific, Polynesians have been observed to 
combine traits of all the racial types in keeping with our view that the two 
geographic continua meet there. 

Because the four racial types originated in Adam rather than Noah, they 
had to be reconstituted by the wives of the Ark. That is why East Indian 
tradition yields one of the greatest design elements, the Mahadevi tetrad: 
black Kali, white Uma, yellow Durga, and Mahadevi herself, assumed to be 
the red matriarch. At the time of the Flood a tetrad of races became an 
ogdoad of linguistic stocks, one for each survivor of the Flood. The ogdoad 
also applied to the separate principle of "lands" treated distinctly from 
"languages" in the four-point formula stated in Genesis 10:5, 20, and 31. 
Each survivor claimed a land within or around Mesopotamia. This set of 
lands became a_ tradition restated by the Sumerian emperor 
Lugalannemundu some two and a half centuries after the Flood. This 
emperor's inscription names the eight lands; but it is up to us to match 
them with the eight survivors of the Flood, who happen to appear together 
in an Egyptian tradition, the ogdoad of Hermopolis. 

Noah claimed Subaria on the Upper Tigris for the Altaics within a few 
years after the Flood. Japheth claimed Syrian (Sumerian "Marhashi") for the 
Egyptians a few years later. Ham claimed Martu (Uz) in the Syrian Desert 
southward from Jebel el Bishri for the Semites. Shem claimed Akkad 
(central Mesopotamia) and made it the imperial capital zone of the world as 
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reflected in his heirs, including Sargon of Agade, founder of the Akkadian 
Empire. Shem and Japheth's mother Uma claimed Sumer; the black 
matriarch Kali, Elam (Lumma) east of Sumer; Mahadevi, Gutium in the 
Zagros Mountains of western Iran; and Durga "Cedar Mountain" beginning 
with Persia proper southeast of Elam. At first Noah was to the Altaics what 
Ham was to the "Semites," Japheth, to the "Hamites" (Egyptians) and Shem, 
to the Indo-Europeans. However Noah's curse on Ham's heir Canaan and 
blessing of the "Yahweh Elohim of Shem" in Genesis 9:25-26 caused a 
radical revolution in the political identities of their respective linguistic 
stocks. 

This revolution affected all three sons of Noah and determined world 
ethnology for all time to come. Prior to the revolution, theocratic 
priesthoods followed genetics. White Uma gave birth to both Shem and 
Japheth, making Shem the father of Caucasoid Indo-Europeans and Japheth 
the father of Caucasoid Egyptians. Shem inherited the "Yahwist" principle 
proper to Cain and the Indo-European stock that lived north of the Caspian 
Sea prior to the Flood. Japheth inherited the solar principle proper to the 
Egyptians whom he fathered in his own broad-shouldered image after the 
Flood. When Noah blessed the "Yahweh Elohim" of Shem, he stripped Ham 
of his own Elohist, "Semitic" stock and bestowed it on Shem, making that 
son the controller of two stocks indexed by the dual divine name 
pronounced by Noah. All three diluvian sons were so important that Ham 
had to be compensated for his loss. Japheth was either convinced or forced 
to yield his "Hamite" Egyptians to Ham. Despite evidence that the 
Egyptians never agreed to this change, the Bible refers to Egypt as the 
"land of Ham," confirming the change in perpetuity. 

Japheth's compensation leads us to another design element. Instead of 
handing the Yahweh cultus and Indo-European stock to Japheth, Shem 
retained control of this stock and agreed to compensate Japheth in a 
different way. In Egyptian tradition Japheth is known as the sun god Atum 
Re of Heliopolis, not to be confused with Amun Re of Thebes. The word 
atum means "totality." In the original Noachic theocracy, language was 
synonymous with theology. To speak Semitic was to worship God as Elohim 
rather than Yahweh even though Semitic Hebrews eventually worshipped 
God as Yahweh in the time of Moses. In order to maintain unity among the 
different stocks and cults, Japheth was chosen as a political mediator 
between the hostile factions of Shem and Ham. His seven vassals of 
Genesis 10:2 were chosen to act as linguistic diplomats at meetings of the 
Noachic Council every thirty years to redefine each new thirty-year regime. 
The seven vassals represented all of the primary linguistic stocks of 
humankind except the Sino-Tibetan. 

Slavic tradition names Japheth the god Svarog and gives him three 
sons: Dazhbog (Gomer), god of the sun; Stribog (Magog), god of the wind; 
and Svarogich (Madai), "Son of Svarog," Japheth's personal heir. Japheth 
and Madai appear together in the First Kish dynasty of the Sumerian King 
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List under the names Atab and Mashda, the latter a counterpart to Madai's 
Persian name Ahura Mazda, the god of light and goodness. As sun god 
Japheth's firstborn Gomer emerges as diplomatic representative of the 
solar, Egyptian stock. Similar arguments associate Magog with the 
Amerindians of his mother Mahadevi, Madai with the Iranian Indo- 
Europeans, Javan with the Austronesian stock temporarily located in 
Elamite Awan named for him, Tubal(Gilgamesh) with the Sumerians, 
Meshech (Shemite Joktan-Aram) with the Semites and Tiras with the 
Altaics, once known as "Turanians." 

The sequence of names in Genesis 10:2 represents a hierarchy from the 
solar principle at the top to the lunar principle at the bottom and outside 
the group of seven. This arrangement resulted from the symbolic values of 
the sun as immortal glory on the one hand and the moon as chronology and 
mortality on the other. A rough variation of the same sequence occurs in 
eight Sumerian cities extending from the solar cult center of Sippar in the 
north to the lunar cult center of Ur in the south. These cities were founded 
by the eight survivors of the Flood between 2368 and 2338. These thirty 
years were the 150th to the 180th after the Flood when Noah's family 
reached sufficient size to begin colonizing separate locations. The eight 
cities in sequence from the south were Eridu, Ur, Uruk, Umma, Lagash, 
Nippur, Kish, and Sippar. Eridu and Sippar were re-establishments of a pair 
of antediluvian cities appearing in the antediluvian section of the Sumerian 
King List. 

Despite the profound commitment to design, chaos began to infect the 
Noachic kosmos in these years. According to a tradition of the Hurrians 
(biblical Horites), Ham's faction succeeded in deposing Noah from his 
patriarchal throne in 2359, and seven years into the era. One result was 
that Noah's archenemy Sidon acquired his identity as Enki, cult deity of the 
Abzu temple at Eridu, the city re-founded by Noah. Sidon proceeded to 
create a mythology which has damaged man's memory of Noachic origins 
ever since. The name Abzu appears in the Marduk Epic as Apsu and is 
applied to Noah as symbol of the "primordial abyss" of the Flood. Sidon 
created an image of himself as the supplanting Noah and virtual creator of 
the world despite the explicit assignment of that role to his son Salah, the 
god Marduk. Sidon, in every culture, emerges as the mastermind behind 
the Gentile world order and its idolatrous version of theocracy. 

To continue to narrate postdiluvian times in terms of a designed system, 
we must determine how order was maintained after 2359. In doing so we 
must cope with such developments as the Tower of Babel before 2338, the 
Uruk-Aratta War in 2302 and the creation of Sargon's empire in 2244. 
Design elements remained in place but were always subject to distortion by 
Sidon's ideology. Japheth's principle of atum was placed under stress 
despite the continued history of the Noachic Council and prodigious efforts 
to establish atum or "totality" on the Nile. Before turning to such efforts, 
we must consider how Japheth's diplomatic control over the linguistic 
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stocks continued to operate in the Tower of Babel era and in subsequent 
times. 

Faced with the catastrophic Tower of Babel judgment in 2338, Noah's 
family rallied to establish the First Kish "dynasty" and corresponding 
system of eleven colonies symbolized by eleven figures in the Cernunnus 
Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron: two antelopes in the upper corners, a pair 
of opposed ram-lions in the lower right corner, the principal figure 
Cernunnus (Shem's fourth heir Peleg) wearing stag antlers and paired off 
with a stag and a coupled pair consisting of a fish and diminutive rider on 
its back. In addition to these eight-paired figures, three stand-alone and 
form a vertical axis down the center of the panel. 

By coupling eight colonies into four pairs, the panel implies that these 
eight locations were colonized by the original eight linguistic stocks based 
on four diluvian couples. If this concept had been carried through 
consistently, Noah's Altaics would have been paired with Mahadevi's 
Amerindians; Japheth's Egyptians, with Kali's Austronesians; Shem's Indo- 
Europeans, with Durga's Sino-Tibetans; and Ham's Semites, with Uma's 
Sumerians. Despite discrepancies around the edges of the scheme, 
evidence exists for the conclusion that these pairings held true for part of 
the First Kish period. Such evidence lies in historic ethnography. The 
Altaics of Siberia and Amerindians of the Americas suggest the "land- 
bridge" theory over the Bering Strait. Although that tradition is mistaken, 
the Altaic-Siberian and Amerindian colonizations were closely related. One 
man, Ashkenaz son of Noah and vassal of Gomer, led great expeditions both 
to Siberia and North America. In East Indian tradition, these two 
expeditions are known as the second and third "strides" of the god Vishnu, 
ending with the "invisible" stride to America. 

A coupling of the Indo-Europeans with Sino-Tibetans may seem far- 
fetched until we consider the Tocharians, Centum Indo-Europeans located 
in Sinkiang Province in ancient times. Similarly improbable at first glance, 
the Egyptian-Austronesian pairing simply means that black Africans are the 
linguistically distinct and western branch of Kali's family, located in Africa 
rather than the islands of Asia and the Pacific. The Indian Ocean forms a 
continuum linking African and Asian blacks. As for a coupling of Semites 
and Sumerians, they account for the Sumero-Akkadian Empire created by 
Sargon in the 24th century. 

The concept of diluvian pairs remained an ideal but had to be adjusted 
to realities recorded in the panel. For example the Egyptian stock is 
invariably represented by a lion throughout the Gundestrup Caldron. In the 
Cernunnus panel a lion stands alone at the top center and is not clearly 
paired with any of the other creatures. Furthermore two rams in the lower 
right corner are composite beings with the hindquarters and tails of lions. 
The Egyptian stock has evidently been divided into three parts as a reaction 
against the fatal role of the Egyptian language in the Tower of Babel event 
just before 2338. The ram, a male sheep, represents the blood sacrifice 
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cultus originated by Abel and carried forward by Amerindian matriarch 
Mahadevi at the city of her creation, Lagash. The other lion ram is placed at 
Umma, city of the white matriarch Uma. 

The Cernunnus panel is an excellent display of the balance of order and 
randomness in the early postdiluvian world. It demands careful study. 
Setting the Egyptian question aside at first, we can begin with the left end 
of the panel where one of the antelopes is crowded into a position as 
though standing on the back of the stag. These two figures represent the 
curious blend of Semites and Indo-Europeans posed by "North Canaan" or 
Phoenicia, a seemingly Semitic land ruled at one time by Indo-Aryan kings. 
The stag clearly represents the Semitic protoplast in Martu (Uz), land of the 
Amorites of Transjordan. Phoenicia represented a First Kish colony 
populated by some major protoplast together with its Indo-European guard, 
ancestors of East Indians. 

The eleven colonies of First Kish exceed by three the original eight 
linguistic stocks and include linguistically independent Uralics, Caucasians, 
and Elamo-Dravidians. The antelopes at the upper corners of the panel 
represent Uralics and Altaics, two stocks that form a continuum on either 
side of the Ural Mountains and who were once considered a single stock by 
earlier scholars. In pairing Altaic Noah with Mahadevi, the latter's 
Amerindians have been replaced by Uralics in order to free the Amerindian 
stock to colonize Lagash together with their Indo-European guards, the 
Teutons. Thus the Lagashite colony of the eastern lion-ram was populated 
by the Amerindian protoplast, Teutons and a share of the Egyptians, the 
nation claimed by Mahadevi's son Ham, King Gurmu of Lagash. The 
Teutonic-Amerindian connection is evidenced by certain tribe names in 
Ptolemy's version of Germany. As for Altaics in Gutium-Media (the eastern 
antelope), the Scythians were an Iranian-speaking nation akin to the Medes 
but extending north of the Caspian where they intervene between Uralics 
and Altaics. To complete this picture the Indo-European guards at Umma-- 
the western lion-ram-- were Slavs, a people destined to inhabit lands 
overlapping the Uralics in what is now Russia. 

The diminutive fish and rider is positioned as though acting as fugitives 
from the Egyptian lion. In terms of world ethnography, the pair represents 
Elamo-Dravidians and Austronesians to the east of Africa. The lion appears 
to represent, not just white Egyptians, but Africans including kindred 
Hamitic and Cushitic speakers together with independent Niger-Congo and 
Khoisan speakers. The final pair consists of Cernunnus and the Semitic 
stag. The relevant diluvian couple, Ham and Uma suggests that Cernunnus- 
Peleg at Kish ruled over the Sumerian protoplast, making the imperial 
capital at Kish into a Sumerian national capital, hence the foundational 
value of the First Kish dynasty for the Sumerian race. 

At this point we can summarize the protoplastic [first; original; 
prototype] design of the Empire of First Kish together with what became of 
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that order in the subsequent Eanna period after 2308. See the Cernunnus, 
Taranis and Medb panels of the Gundestrup Caldron in Chapter Four. 

The two lion-rams represent stocks located at Umma and Lagash. The 
hindquarters of lions indicate that two shares of the Egyptian linguistic 
stock joined with Amerindians at those two cities in the First Kish period. 
Mahadevi's Lagash became the city of Ham in Sumer and was inhabited by 
Ham's share of the Egyptians as well as Amerindians and proto-Teutons. 
The share at Umma represented Japheth-Atum Re's tradition together with 
Japheth's son Gomer as the sun god Dazhbog of the Slavs. The solar 
principle, like the lion image, corresponds to the Egyptian race and its 
language. Thus the colony at Umma consisted of Slavic Indo-European 
guards and another combination of Amerindians (the ram) with Egyptians 
(the lion). The isolated lion at Sippar (solar cult center of Sumer in the 
north) consisted of Shem-Amun Re's share of the same Hamitic-speaking 
stock. 

The three Egyptian shares reappear in transmuted combinations in the 
Taranis panel of the Caldron, representing Syrian Mesopotamia around 
Haran in the subsequent period of the Uruk-Aratta war. By this historical 
period, the two Amerindian ram heads had been drawn off to hostile Aratta 
and the three Hamitic shares had been united with avian heads signifying 
Semites. The three resulting griffins represent three Semitic-Hamitic 
armies gathered in Syrian Mesopotamia to make war against Aratta to the 
east. In the correlative Medb panel two of the same three armies have 
invaded the territory of Aratta and are besieging the half world gathered 
under Peleg-Kingu there. The Hamite-Semite "Griffin armies" are allies of 
the Sumerian "Eanna" regime in its war against Aratta at the close of the 
24th century. The removal of the ram's heads signifies that Amerindians are 
a major element in the force at Aratta; and that fact is deeply reinforced by 
the Marduk Epic of the eastern Semites where Mahadevi, mother of the 
Amerindians, is named Tiamat, leader of the Aratta rebellion together with 
Peleg-Kingu. 

The Egyptian triad of the First Kish and Eanna periods somehow gave 
rise to the traditional Two Egypts on the Nile. Shem's colony at Sippar 
explains the Upper (South) Egyptians who recognized him as the god 
Amun Re. These people reached the Nile in ships of the Akkadian Lower 
Sea fleet by means of a circumnavigation of the Arabian Peninsula. Lower 
(North) Egypt resulted from a combination of the two shares that formerly 
inhabited Umma and Lagash. Those two cities represented the diluvian 
couple Uma and Ham (Gurmu of Lagash). A reunion of these shares 
occurred either during or following the Uruk-Aratta war. The Medb panel 
shows just two of the three griffin armies gathered against Aratta. Those 
two shares appear to account for the inhabitants of Lower (North) Egypt. 

The treatment of the griffin armies in these two war panels implies one 
of two things. Either the Upper (South) Egyptians (Shem's division) 
remained behind as a third griffin in Syrian Mesopotamia; or it has defected 
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to the Aratta faction and appears in the Medb panel, not as a Semite- 
Hamite griffin, but as the hostile feline under attack by the two griffins of 
that panel. An interpretive crux arises from the close similarity of the two 
felines on either side of the Taranis panel to the one trapped between two 
griffins in the Medb panel. One difference is that the two on either side of 
Taranis are spotted like leopards. These spots are lacking from the similar 
creature of the Medb panel. The importance of the leopard image in black 
Africa suggests that the two creatures represent the black African part of 
Shem's lion colony at Sippar in the First Kish period. Their movement 
toward the east complements the eastward movement of the Medb feline. 
Together the three hostile felines figure as three subdivisions of Shem's 
colony of Sippar divided into three parts at the time that this faction 
defected to the cause of Aratta in Syrian Mesopotamia. 

We work from the hypothesis that the Hamites under Shem at Sippar in 
the First Kish period defected to the cause of Aratta at some time after 
2308. Apparently Shem himself turned in favor of Aratta although he has no 
counterpart in the Marduk Epic narrative except in the earlier section of 
the story where he is named Mummu and treated as Noah-Apsu's "vizier." 
In the Akkadian account of the Uruk-Aratta War, the fallen Apsu and 
Mummu are replaced by Apsu's wife Tiamat (Mahadevi) and Kingu, Shem's 
fourth heir Peleg. Shem might be expected to side with the Aratta faction 
because of his perennial opposition to Ham's faction, empowered at the 
close of the First Kish era. Nevertheless such a conversion is problematic 
since Shem had agreed to the concept of regular shifts in power every 
thirty years. Some additional factor must have caused him to support the 
Aratta schism. 

Shem's conversion to the Aratta faction resulted from the theocratic 
identity of Medb with his granddaughter Inanna, the "Queen of Heaven" at 
Uruk. Sumerian literature of the Uruk-Aratta war states that Inanna was 
not only the heaven goddess of Uruk but also was claimed as chief 
patroness by the lord of Aratta. That claim could not have been made if 
Inanna herself had not taken some step toward supporting the cause of 
Aratta rather than Uruk. The Medb panel implies that she actually took up 
residence at Aratta and gave it her whole support. But why? 

Genetically Inanna rather than her son Salah was Shem's second heir. The 
Marduk Epic singles out Salah-Marduk as chief conqueror of Aratta just as 
Sumerian tradition identifies him 

as an Erechite leader and subsequent king of Uruk, Lugalbanda, in the 
Eanna dynasty. Inanna's shift of patronage from Uruk to Aratta makes 
sense as an attempt to gain recognition as Shem's second heir instead of 
Salah. She recognized the power she possessed as chief priestess of the 
heaven principle An, known to the Hebrew Bible by the divine name El 
Elyon. 

Immediately after the Flood the chief priesthood of El Elyon was 
claimed by Noah. About a century later he used this power to shape world 
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politics with the curse-blessing of Genesis 9. Some sixty years after that, in 
2359, his enemies stripped him of this authority and bestowed it on Canaan 
as the "Anu" or heaven god of the Hurrian tradition. Eventually, some 250 
years later, after Noah's death in 2168, Shem claimed the priesthood of El 
Elyon as Melchizedek, king of Salem. In the years following 2359, however, 
the priesthood rested in other hands. Inanna's character as Queen of 
Heaven--- coupled with Sidon-Enki's raising her to supreme power at 
Uruk--- means that she wielded some version of the Anship in the period of 
the Uruk-Aratta war. 

Shem never ceased to honor his father in all things and that policy led 
to honoring the divine name El Elyon, no matter who possessed this 
priesthood in earlier times. His loyalty to Noah, however, could not override 
his commitment to rules governing both his faction and Ham's. In the eyes 
of the Postdiluvians, nothing was worse than lawless anarchy. Shem was 
compelled to recognize the status of his enemy Canaan as chief priest of An- 
El Elyon after 2359. That is how Shem became the third vassal of Canaan in 
Genesis 10:16. The name of the third vassalage in that verse--- "Jebusite"--- 
explains why Shem later became king of "Salem," an alternative name of 
pre-Hebrew Jerusalem, city of the Jebusites. Shem's rigorous adherence to 
the heaven principle of his father explains what happened during the course 
of the Uruk-Aratta war when Shem changed sides from the cause of Uruk to 
the cause of Aratta. His granddaughter Inanna held the key to this change. 
In effect she forced him to do so by holding the priesthood of El Elyon-An as 
“Queen of Heaven." 

Something drastic happened to Inanna's relationship to Uruk, the city of 
Japheth, after his seven vassals marched northward to conquer Aratta. 
Those seven included Shem's third heir Eber as Tubal but excluded 
Inanna's son Salah (second heir) and Shem's fourth heir Peleg, the 
disaffected lord of Aratta who claims at one point that he has won Inanna to 
his side. Assuming that all members of Noah's family understood that 
Japheth's septad would include three vassals from outside his immediate 
family, these exclusions suggest how Inanna came to change sides. 
Although her son Salah was excluded, he took command over the seven 
under his Sumerian name Lugalbanda. Her loyalty to Uruk was tied up in 
the destiny of this son. 

The heavy emphasis in Sumerian literature on Lugalbanda's illness 
during the conquest of Aratta implies more than it states. The story is told 
in Lugalbanda in the Wilderness. A great deal of empty wilderness lay 
between Uruk and Aratta in the 24th century BCE. Owing to Lugalbanda's 
mysterious illness, the seven vassals of Japheth (interpreted as such) 
abandon him in a mountain cave and promise to revisit the cave and him if 
he remains alive after their assault on Aratta. The Sumerian narrative 
reports that Lugalbanda recovers miraculously but does not state where he 
went or what he did after this recovery. He appears nevertheless as a king 
at Uruk in the same period. It is reasonable to believe, therefore, that he 
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returned to Uruk from his mountain cave. Arriving at Inanna's city, he must 
have reported what had happened to him. Noting that this disaster 
happened to her son and distinguishing him from the seven Japhethites, she 
had cause to turn resentful toward them, possibly imagining that they had 
poisoned him. 

Failing to join the Japhethite clan despite the leadership role assigned 
to him, Salah appears in the Genesis 10 system among the vassals of Shem 
in 10:22. There he takes the same name as his maternal grandfather 
Arphaxad, in effect becoming "Arphaxad II." East Indian tradition confirms 
that this duplication of name occurred by naming two Dakshas, one the 
grandfather of the other. (Throughout this study we refer to Shem's son and 
first heir as "Arphaxad I.") If Inanna took umbrage against the seven 
Japhethites for abandoning her son in the wilderness, her anger logically 
inspired her to shift allegiance to Shem's clan where both Salah and Peleg 
appear under the names Arphaxad and Lud. Thus she formed a new alliance 
with Peleg at Aratta and induced her grandfather Shem to join the cause of 
Aratta by her authority as heaven priestess of El Elyon. 

For some reason Shem's clan in 10:22 numbers only five, two fewer 
than Japheth's septad. The Shemite pentad suggests that Shem may have 
taken these five vassals to lead as many armies in converting to the cause of 
Aratta. The Taranis and Medb panels display three of these as the two 
hostile felines flanking Taranis and the one below Medb. Two more 
members of the cause of Aratta can be identified with the ram-headed 
serpent of the Taranis panel and the figure of Medb-Inanna_ herself 
representing a garrison at Aratta in the Medb panel. An apparent 
discrepancy is that Salah-Arphaxad II continued to function as an Erechite 
loyalist both as Lugalbanda, king of Uruk and as Marduk, conqueror of 
Tiamat-Mahadevi and Kingu-Peleg at Aratta. The discrepancy disappears 
when we consider that the Akkadians make such a hero of Marduk precisely 
because he remained true to Uruk despite his membership in Shem's clan. 

Shem's five vassals identify as follows: Elam, Tubal (Shem's third heir 
Eber); Asshur, Nimrod-Sargon (Shem's fifth heir Reu); Arphaxad II (Salah, 
Shem's second heir); Lud (Peleg, Shem's fourth heir) and Aram (Peleg's 
brother Joktan). The Hittite myth of Kumarbi suggests that Shem's heirs 
were forced on him from the genetic line of Canaan and Sidon. Similar logic 
may apply to Genesis 10:22 in the dynamic context of the Uruk-Aratta war. 
If we hypothesize that all five of these leaders joined the cause of Aratta for 
a time, their political identities must have been extremely equivocal and 
protean. Not only were Eber and Joktan members of the Japhethite septad 
of Uruk; but both reigned as kings of Uruk under the names Gilgamesh and 
Meskiaggasher. Even Peleg-Lud eventually turned his back on the half- 
world of Aratta to become Lugalannemundu of Adab after 2278. The 
conversion of these five to the cause of Aratta was short lived and only 
hastened the fall of Aratta. 
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Nevertheless the five can be matched logically with five armies of the 
Aratta faction as pictured in the two Gundestrup war panels. By taking the 
Shemite name Elam, Eber took command of Elamo-Dravidians as black 
complements to the African blacks who also defected to the Aratta faction. 
These two black stocks figure as the two hostile felines headed eastward 
toward Aratta in the Taranis panel. Eber was himself a mulatto son of 
Kali. As a son of Kali's son Cush (by Peleg's twin sister), Nimrod- 
Asshur took command of the defectors destined to become African blacks 
from Cush's land of Ethiopia westward. 

Our discussion of the First Kish order, the Uruk-Aratta war, and the 
Shemite clan of Genesis 10 has served only to illustrate the pervasive 
commitment to design among this world community of the second half of 
the third millennium BCE. Another major design element is the 
ethnographic cluster of tribe names in such documents as Claudius 
Ptolemaeus' Geographia as reduced to atlas form in A. E. Nordenskiold's 
Facsimile-Atlas featuring the edition Ptolemaeus Romae 1490. Although 
Ptolemy dates from the early Christian era, there is no reason to doubt that 
both the names and locations of the tribes he names are of conservative, 
early postdiluvian origin. In colonizing the earth, the early Postdiluvians 
treated major rivers as frames of reference. These rivers have remained 
much as they were in the third millennium. Of course shifts of location such 
as the Athabascan migration from western Canada to the Southwest United 
states have occurred over the long ages from the third millennium until 

now. But these are not necessarily the rule; and in some cases the 
power of conservatism at least down to Ptolemy's time has been prodigious 
just as it is in the Gundestrup Caldron. 

In a later chapter we will see that a string of tribe names in the eastern 
part of Germany in Ptolemaeus Romae Chart V memorializes the Teutonic 
share in the diaspora of the defeated half world of Aratta. A simpler pattern 
occurs along the Rhine where a significant triad emerges from three 
dominant ethnic names in ancient times: the Belgae, source of the modern 
name "Belgium"; the Germani, a name applied by the Roman historian 
Tacitus to the entire German-speaking territory of Europe; and the 
Allemanni in the southwest corner of Germany and adjacent Switzerland-- 
source of the French name for Germany, Allemagne. The critical issue 
facing this triad is whether it exists objectively in that form. What grounds 
are there for considering it a closed triad without adding more tribe names 
or interpreting the three as unrelated? 

The triad aspect of "Belgae," "Germani" and "Allemanni" lies in the way 
these three dominate the Rhine from the North Sea to the source in the 
Alps. None of the other tribe names along the Rhine are nearly as imposing 
as these three. On the other hand, we are required to supply a reason for 
regarding these three dominant names as somehow related and organic. 
The early postdiluvian record supplies such an explanation. When Shem's 
fourth heir Peleg concluded his reign as Lugalannemundu, his heirs 
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responsible for the Sumerian King List claimed that he had reigned for 
ninety years. This claim was a half-truth. Peleg's ninety years consisted of 
three successive eras of thirty years in three different political settings: 
First Kish, Aratta in the Eanna period and Adab in the "Second Kish" era 
between 2278 and 2248. He was then succeeded by his heir Reu (Sargon), 
Shem's fifth heir. 

If we read the Belgae, Germani and Allemanni up river from north to 
south, these names form a plausible counterpart to Peleg's names in the 
three successive thirty-year periods. Peleg's Andamanese name Puluga 
exists in alternate form "Bilika," furnishing the voiced labial b at the start of 
the tribe name "Belgae." The name Germani, commonly believed to mean 
"men of war," matches Peleg's Akkadian pantheon name Gira (Sumerian 
Nergal), god of fire and "enemy of Babylon" in reference to his middle 
thirty years as lord of Aratta and enemy of the half world inhabiting 
Mesopotamia. The Allemanni-- a name sometimes explained away as 
meaning "All Men"-- conceivably represents a corruption of the root name 
given to Peleg in his third reign as King Annemundu. In this case, however, 
we depend on a hypothesis that the Teutonic ancestors were so unfamiliar 
with Sumerian phonemes that they transmuted the nasal semi-vowel n into 
the dental semi-vowel /. 

One way to test this hypothesis of the Rhine is to consider its logical 
impact on what we already know of early postdiluvian history and Teutonic 
tradition where Peleg appears under the major pantheon name "Frey." In 
passing we can compare the name Frey to a major Teutonic people of the 
eastern Netherlands, the Frisians, considering these as complements to the 
Celtic Belgae. 

By whatever route of causation, Peleg's three successive "Rhenish" 
names correspond to matching words in certain vocabularies. The Hebrew 
name "Peleg" derives from a verb to "divide" in parallel with the world- 
division narrative of the Andamanese. Given the variant names Bilika and 
Fricco (Frey), this name corresponds to our English verb "to break," and the 
Latin verbs '"frico,", meaning "to rub" and the more current 
"frangere'("fregi," "fractum") meaning to break in pieces. Together with the 
Lower Rhine names Belgae and Frisii, these words celebrate the First Kish 
period of Peleg's reign when he shattered the false unity of Babel into 
eleven colonial pieces. These events act as types of the Christian 
apocalyptic promise to shatter the nations in Revelation 2:26-27. 

Analogously Peleg's name proper to the Aratta schism, Akkadian Gira, 
also appears in the form Irra and corresponds to the Latin word for wrath, 
ira, basis of the English words "ire," "irate" and "“irascible." The Hellenic 
Titan version of Peleg, Prometheus, is said to have stolen fire in keeping 
with his Mesopotamian pantheon identity as Irra-Nergal, god of fire. The 
element of fire symbolizes the choleric temper and wrath. Instead of 
celebrating the First Kish Empire, this name for wrath refers to the period 
of the Uruk-Aratta war-- the first war of early postdiluvian times. 
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Consequently the standard explanation of "German" as "War Man" 
harmonizes with the actual origin of the name in early postdiluvian times. 
In fact this version of Peleg's name accounts for the familiar European 
words for war-- "guerre," "guerra" and "war" itself. For whatever reason the 
Latins took a different root for their word "bellum," a word that opens in the 
same way as Peleg's first name Bilika-Belga. 

In his third period, Peleg brushed aside his defeat at Aratta, returned to 
Mesopotamia, established his reign at Adab in Sumer, and sought to regain 
his status as general ruler by taking the Sumerian title "King of Kish," 
meaning "Emperor of Mesopotamia." The causal connection between 
Sumerian "Annemundu" and Teutonic "Alleman" conceivably flowed in the 
opposite direction, the Sumerian name offering a corruption of Teutonic "All 
Men." Certainly that title serves as revival of Peleg's First Kish Sumerian 
name Kulassina-ib-el, meaning "He Rules Them All." 

The concentration of Peleg's three names along the Rhine belongs to a 
larger European context based on all of Shem's heirs above Reu-Sargon. 
Peleg's father Eber accounts for the Iberians who gave their name to the 
River Ebro in Spain and the Iberian Peninsula as a whole. Arphaxad 1, the 
first heir, appears at the head of the Latin pantheon as Saturnus, bearing a 
name derived from "Hadoram," Arphaxad's name as a vassal of Joktan. The 
entire family of Ur-- Arphaxad-Nanna, his son Utu (the Sumerian sun god), 
Inanna and her son Salah-- appear together in the Joktanite section of 
Genesis 10 as Hadoram, Obal (the Arabian sun god Hobal) Uzal and Diklah 
(the Prussian god Tukla). In the Latin tradition, Inanna's Joktanite name 
Uzal accounts for the Ausonian "Italoi," who gave their name to Italy. Thus 
Shem's first and third heirs are celebrated in classic names of kindred Italy 
and Spain. 

The second heir Salah accounts for the continental and insular Celts of 
northwestern Europe. The name Gallia derives from a form that once 
opened with a dental d proper to Salah's Joktanite name Diklah. The 
original form appears in the classical tribe name of the Celtic Scots-- 
Dicaledonians. Another of the great European stocks, the Hellenes, descend 
genetically from Ham's son Put through the Titan line of Uranus, lapetus 
(Put) and Hellen together with the Olympian version of Ham, Hermes, 
bearing a name cognate both with Hebrew "Ham" and Sumerian "Gurmu." 
Nevertheless the political scheme of early postdiluvian proto-Europe 
identifies the Hellenes with Shem, their great Olympian Zeus, god both of 
storms and the sky, that is, Shem priest of Yahweh and his father Noah's El 
Elyon, the heaven principle. The Olympian sect was formed when Shem, as 
Sumerian Lugalzaggesi ("King Zeus") was defeated and driven into exile by 
his fifth heir, variously named Reu, Nimrod, Asshur, and Sargon, supreme 
ruler of Mesopotamia from 2244 forward in what the Bible terms the "land 
of Nimrod." Shem and a variety of his early postdiluvian kinsmen fled to the 
islands of the Aegean Sea where they were remembered by the Hellenes as 
the gods of Olympus. 
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This account of Centum-speaking Europe leaves out of account the 
North Teutonic Scandinavians, who might otherwise be considered a stock 
distinct enough from the West Teutons to be aligned with another heir of 
Shem. Conventional scholarship regards Scandinavia as the original home 
of all the Teutons at a time when a mild climate existed there. 
Unfortunately Ptolemy's Geographia shows no Scandinavian tribes except 
for a few on Gotland Island, original home of the East Teutonic Goths. 
Ptolemy's name for Gotland (now an island incorporated into Sweden) is 
Scandia, source of the general name Scandinavia. If anything can be made 
of the name Scandia, it could represent a cognate to the imperial name of 
Shem's fifth heir Sargon or Sharru-Kin in Sumerian form. The intermediate 
hypothetical form "Sekan" suggests the Sicani, an ancient tribe of Sicily at 
the opposite, southern end of Europe. The Sicani shared Sicily with the 
Siculi, a name equivalent to Diklah-Dicaledon-Scot, which we have given to 
Shem's second heir Salah. As Marduk of the Akkadian Semites, Salah 
complemented Sargon, founder of the Akkadian Empire. In that sense the 
Siculi and Sicani of Sicily represent a contact point with Europe in keeping 
with L. A. Waddell's view that Sargon's son Manishtushu (Shem's sixth heir 
Serug) became a great mariner and mastered both the Lower Sea route to 
Egypt and the Upper Sea route across the Mediterranean and then to 
Northern Europe via the Atlantic. 

It makes sense, therefore, that Manishtushu would lend his imperial 
father's name to the North Teutons at Scandia-Gotland. Curiously the name 
"Goth" suggests the Guti, who brought the Akkadian empire to an end in 
the 22nd century BCE. Ptolemy shows a tribe, the Gutae, at the southern 
end of Scandia-Gotland. In respect to imagery, Shem's seventh heir Nahor, 
Manishtushu's son Naram Sin, is shown wearing a bull-horned helmet in at 
least two artifacts, one at the Museum of Fine Arts at Boston. The 
Scandinavian Vikings are familiar to us as wearers of bull-horned helmets. 
When they descended on Christian Europe in the 9th century, they were in 
effect reviving the Akkadian Empire, not among East Semites but among 
North Teutons. After becoming Christians themselves in the 9th century, 
these Northmen displayed an amazing proclivity for empire building in 
Britain, Sicily, and Syria and became especially feared enemies of the 
Byzantine Empire in the time of their ruler Robert Guiscard. Over the 
millennia from Noachic times to the rise of the Vikings, who knows what 
traditions of their ancestors Scandinavians harbored? We will see that an 
Icelander, Snorri Sturleson, commanded traditions leading back to a 
detailed account of the Uruk-Aratta War. 

In summary, the proto-European scheme of Shem and his heirs was as 
follows: 


Shem Zeus Hellenes 
Arphaxad Saturnus Latins 
Salah Celts 
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Eber Iberians 

Peleg Frey West Teutons (Germans, Dutch, 
English) 

Reu North Teutons (Scandinavians) 


Because the scheme incorporates Reu as Sargon, it originated after the 
birth of the Akkadian Empire in 2244. It resulted from the exile and defeat 
of Shem's Olympian followers in an Aegean War waged against the empire. 
The entire populace of the European scheme spoke Centum Indo-European 
because that language distinguished Shem's followers at the time of the 
war. 

In all of the colonizing designs of the early Postdiluvians, rivers became 
the primary element of design. If we assume that the six peoples listed here 
formed a complete system, we begin further analysis be seeking out six 
major European rivers to which these groups were initially attached by 
ships of the Akkadian Empire. The two chief rivers of Europe are the 
Danube and Rhine, one flowing eastward from the Alpine center and the 
other flowing northward. Another European river, the Elbe, flows over a 
considerable distance into the North Sea from Bohemia (the Czech 
Republic). Its northwestward course makes it a reversed counterpart to the 
Euphrates, which flows southeastward into the Persian Gulf. In that respect 
the North Sea and Baltic form a counterpart to the Persian Gulf and 
Arabian Sea where the peninsula of Oman is analogous to Jutland. 

These analogies are a design element to reckon with because 
Manishtushu began his maritime career with the Lower Sea fleet before 
undertaking colonization of the Mediterranean and Europe. Fortunately, the 
design element of the Genesis 11 genealogy enables us to select the correct 
set of European rivers. The Hellenes are commonly believed to have 
inhabited the Danube Valley before descending into Greece. They represent 
Zeus-Shem at the head of the sequence meaning that the colonization 
process began at the Danube. The Latin preoccupation with the first heir 
Arphaxad 1 as Saturnus informs us that the Latin colony assigned to 
Arphaxad's name (if not his presence) settled at the Po Valley as second 
step in the process. Salah's identity as second heir tells us that the third 
colony, made up of Celts, settled at the Rhone even though conventional 
scholars are convinced that Celts originally inhabited Alpine Central Europe 
in keeping with the belief that the entire Indo-European stock of Europe 
originally populated the Danube Valley in small numbers. 

The River Ebro's mouth follows the Rhone in due order to place the 
settlement named for Shem's third heir Eber. At this point the expedition 
(or scheme of expeditions) abandoned the Mediterranean for rivers of 
Northern Europe. The process might have begun with the Garonne, Loire, 
or Seine were it not that we have already pinpointed three names of Shem's 
fourth heir Peleg along the Rhine. In other words the expedition refrained 
from settling any more colonists until they reached the second largest river 
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of Europe as though they already knew the European continent well enough 
to wait for it. Instead of seeking for additional rivers the process settled on 
Scandia-Gotland as the colony proper to the victorious Sargon's own name. 
As Centum speakers the colonists at Gotland were either enemies of the 
Akkadians forced to adopt Sargon's name or followers of his recruited from 
the Centum stock. 

If Shem had won the Aegean War, his Centum followers would have 
attempted to capture Lower (North) Egypt and confine the linguistic 
Hamites to Upper (South) Egypt and other parts of Africa. Since the whole 
world spoke Hamitic for a time before the Tower of Babel judgment, it may 
seem truistic to state that the Centum Indo-Europeans of Europe were 
converted to that language from the Hamitic. At the point of origin, the 
Hamitic language was to Japheth what the Indo-European was to Shem. 
Truism disappears, however, if we assume that the Centum Aryans once 
spoke Hamitic as a block either in the lion of Sippar or the lion-ram of 
Lagash. As complements to the Satem Indo-European Slavs at Umma, the 
Centum Aryan stock figures as inhabitants of the colony of Lagash. Shem 
appropriated these people after 2244 though his Olympian alliance with his 
half-brother Ham, the Olympian ally Hermes. Thus ancestors of the Centum 
Aryans of Europe began as the offspring of Ham and Uma, spoke Egyptian 
in the Tower era and adopted Centum Aryan when the Indo-European stock 
was divided between Umma and Lagash. The Teutonic guard at Lagash 
were themselves Centum Aryans and lived among other people of that stock 
in the First Kish period. For some reason they remained loyal to Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi rather than Reu-Sargon when the latter got the upper hand in 
2244. 

The Zeus-Hermes relationship suggests that Shem and Ham became 
particularly close allies in opposition to Sargon that year. The two 
antediluvian survivors appear together both as the Gutian (anti-Akkadian) 
rulers Hablum and Puzur-Sin and as Bera and Melchizedek of the 
Abrahamic war period of Genesis 14. An alliance formed by the former 
enemies Ham and Shem carried down a century and a half from 2244 to 
late in the next century. Most of us descend from the Centum Aryan stock 
that embodied their alliance in Europe. We are genetic descendants of Ham 
and Uma but linguistic heirs of Shem, the "Brahma" or originator of the 
Indo-European linguistic stock. 

Shem and his first five heirs not only imposed their names on the 
European stocks but actually led the six colonies there. That conclusion 
results from a knowledge of how the Akkadian emperors related to their 
elders. As L. A. Waddell discovered, Manishtushu and Naram Sin made use 
of the Lower Sea fleet to colonize Upper (South) Egypt and proceeded to 
unite the Two Egypts as the first two dynastic kings, Menes and Narmer. In 
doing so they treated members of the Genesis 10 community as mortal 
enemies. In 2181 Narmer murdered eight members of the Noachic elite-- 
the Javanites of 10:4 and Hamites of 10:6 together with two more sons of 
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Ham. Whatever enabled him to capture and execute these ten victims was 
also applied to capturing and making use of Shem and his five heirs at some 
time after their defeat in the Aegean War. 

The decapitated victims of Narmer and the exilic set of Shem and his 
five heirs make up a total of sixteen persons of high Noachic rank. The total 
of sixteen stands out because it figures as half the number of Arabian kings 
whom Manishtushu claimed to have conquered. If we add the sixteen to the 
thirty-two, the total of forty-eight makes up most of the Noachic community 
of fifty-four persons, a number of them with multiple names in the Genesis 
10 system. Furthermore we can adopt the hypothesis that the sixteen 
claimed sixteen major islands of the Aegean prior to their defeat there. 
These sixteen fall neatly into the requisite sets of six, four, and six as 
follows: 


Northern Six: 

Shem and His Heirs 
Thasos 

Samothrace 

Imbros 

Lemnos 

Lesbos 

Chios 

Southern Four: 
Javan's Four Vassals (Genesis 10:4) 
Rhodes 

Karpathos 

Crete 

Kithira 

Central Six: 

Six Titan Sons of Ham (includes the four of Genesis 10:6) 
Kos 

Ikaria 

Naxos 

Paros 

Tinos 

Andros 


Of course there are many smaller islands in the Aegean such as the 
famous holy island of Delos in the Cyclades. So the strength of this 
hypothesis depends on more than the closed set logic we can attach to the 
Aegean Islands alone. 

Certain individual points fall into line. First the Javanites are 
traditionally associated with the Aegean. The Javanite Rodanim are 
commonly associated with Rhodes. An inter-testamental book of the Bible 
refers to the Macedonians of Alexander as "Kittim," applying another name 
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from Genesis 10:4. An acute confirmation arises from Chios, the traditional 
location of Orion the Mighty Hunter. Our logic requires that Manishtushu 
and Naram Sin conspired against Sargon-Nimrod in the course of their 
Egyptian scheme. Consequently Sargon abandoned them and joined the 
exiles at the head of its sixth colony bound for Scandia-Gotland. Chios 
places him at the appropriate island at the south end of the northern group 
assigned to Shem and his heirs. In other words Sargon-Reu reverted to his 
legitimate character as Shem's fifth heir and took his place on the sixth 
Aegean island from the north. For these changes to occur, however, 
considerable time must have passed between the Aegean War and the 
executions of 2181. Over this interval we must assume that the various 
Centum Indo-European stocks were building up their populations on the six 
northern islands of the Aegean. 

The group assigned to the doomed sons of Ham corresponds largely to 
an Aegean group named the Cyclades owing to the way these form a circle. 
The Cyclades lie at the same latitude as the mainland Peloponnesus across 
the Mirtoan Sea and Gulf of Argolis and Arcadia, traditional homeland of 
Hermes (Ham) and his pastoral son Pan (the mulatto Cush), one of the six 
Hamite victims. The Aegean system proposed here is built on more than a 
plausible selection of major islands. It is even conceivable that the island of 
Kos takes its name from a cognate of Hebrew "Cush." Kos lies to the east of 
the Cyclades in the Sporades near the southwestern corner of Asia Minor 
where three different names of Nimrod come to light. In Genesis 10:8 
Nimrod is identified as an immediate son of Cush. Thus Cush's Kos and 
Nimrod's Chios form a complementary father-son pair. The Aegean Sea 
looms up as a kind of second Mesopotamia in respect to early postdiluvian 
origins. Owing to the early Centum colonization of Europe, however, they 
have not been identified with the Aegean, which was left in the hands of 
Minoans and Philistines belonging to the separate Mizraim clan of Genesis 
10. 

How do we explain the relationship between a sixteen-island settlement 
program in the Aegean with the mass execution of ten of its leaders in the 
Nile Delta in 2181? The answer to that question comes to focus in the great 
designer of early postdiluvian times, Sidon son of Canaan. This figure 
appears in a variety of key traditions as Enki and Ea of Mesopotamia, East 
Indian Kasyapa, Kothar-wa-khasis of the Syrian port of Ugarit, the Olympian 
Poseidon of the Hellenes and the Egyptian designer-creator god Ptah. In all 
of these traditions, Sidon is described as a god of wisdom given to grand 
designs or to the mysteries underlying those designs. 

An especially valuable tradition of the Hellenes enables us to recognize 
that the vassals of Javan in Genesis 10:4 consisted of a son of Sidon and 
three grandsons. In that tradition, Poseidon weds "Libya," a female 
personification of Africa. This couple gives birth to Belus (Bel-Marduk- 
Salah) and Agenor, the first Javanite named Elishah in the Bible. Belus 
begets the fourth Javanite Rodan- under the name Danaos; and Agenor 
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begets the second and third Javanites Tarshish and Kitt-im under the names 
Phoenix ("Phoenicia") and Cadmus. Furthermore Sidon and two of his 
grandsons Rodan- and Kitt- appear together in Egyptian tradition as the 
pre-dynastic kings Ka-ap (Kasyapa-Sidon), Ro and Khetm. 

Prior to 2244 Sidon and Shem were enemies. Sargon-Nimrod's 
tyrannical usurpation of Mesopotamian power that year alienated the entire 
Noachic Council of Genesis 10. Sidon and Shem became the Olympian allies 
and brothers Poseidon and Zeus of the Hellenes. In Ugaritic tradition, Shem 
is known as Aliyan Bal, "Puissant Baal," the god of storms. This god grieves 
for the lack of a temple of his own. In the central Ugaritic myth, Kothar-wa- 
khasis builds a temple for him. The myth clearly refers to Sidon's initiative 
in designing Shem's counter-world of the Aegean islands in exile. Ugarit 
itself was a stepping stone in creating the Aegean system. Certain names in 
genealogical arrangement at Ugarit closely match the Trojan genealogy of 
Dardanus at the northeastern corner of the Aegean near the islands 
assigned to Shem and his heirs. 

When Sargon-Nimrod defeated Shem in 2244, the two agreed to 
maintain nominal world unity by creating a world analogous to the First 
Kish Order but on a much grander scale. We can label this scheme the 
Akkadian Order. The same eleven members of the Canaanite clan who 
governed the eleven colonies of the First Kish Order would now take 
nominal command of the known world as far east as India and as far west 
as the Iberian Peninsula, western terminus of the Mediterranean Upper 
Sea. By this time the Sumerians knew India as Dilmun, Ethiopia as Meluhha 
and Egypt as Magan. Sidon took at least abstract command of the 
Mediterranean, becoming the Hellenic sea god Poseidon and Egyptian Ptah, 
ruler specifically of Crete. His brother Heth assumed the complementary 
control of Anatolia in a claim eventually realized by the Hittite Empire of 
the second millennium BCE. 

As the third Canaanite, Shem-Jebus was assigned the Hellenic Danube 
as extension of his interim colony on the Aegean island of Thasos. The 
Canaanite Amor-Riphath, leader of the Amorites, took Ham's original claim 
land of Martu (Uz) between Mesopotamia and West Semitic Canaan. 
Girgash-Eber (Gilgamesh) received abstract control of the Hispanic 
Peninsula as western terminus of Sidon's Mediterranean. Peleg, as the next 
Canaanite Hiv-, assumed his position as claimant of the Rhine and 
Germany-- more generally Europe beyond Gibralter. The name "Ark-" refers 
to Ashkenaz according to his Sumerian name Argandea, vassal of Lugalure- 
Gomer. Noah's daughter Sin-Lakshmi now took abstract command over 
India as complement to Mahadevi's claim over the Arabian Peninsula. 
Noah's daughter Arvad assumed control over Phoenicia (North Canaan) as 
focused by the port of Arvad in later times. Zemar claimed Sumer; and her 
Indian name Ganga implies that her 23rd century claim over the Euphrates 
was transferred by Gangetic Indians to the River Ganges. Hamath claimed 
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interior Syria and Cappadocia from the focal city Hamath on the Orontes 
River. 

The Akkadian order resulted from what became of the unified Noachic 
Council under schismatic stress after the epoch of 2248. The next era 
began in 2218, four years after the close of the Aegean war in 2222. The 
sixteen islands of the Aegean were settled over the era ending in 2218. The 
grand designer Sidon now took the next step by planning to empty the 
settlers of the Aegean into Africa as well as Europe. Only the six 
northernmost islands supplied the colonists of Europe, which now became 
the "Continent of Zeus." Africa became the “Continent of Poseidon” in 
keeping with his marriage to "Libya," the Greek term for Africa in general. 
The ten islands of the central and southern Aegean supplied Africans under 
the leadership of ten men doomed to the mass murder of 2181, seven years 
after the close of the European-African colonization era. The ten victims 
had served as colonists of Africa between 2218 and 2188. But they also 
intended to seize Lower (North) Egypt by force between 2188 and 2181 at 
the head of another eighth of the human race, the Amerindians. 

The great linguistic stocks of Africa are generally reckoned four in 
number today: Hamites, Nilo-Saharans, the dominant Niger-Congo group 
and the comparatively backward Khoisans of Namibia and South Africa as 
shown on the map on the following page. In that map the list expands to six 
by adding the alien Austronesians (Malays) of Malagasy and distinguishing 
between Niger-Congo A (West Africans) and Niger-Congo B (Bantus). The 
Austronesians of Malagasy do not figure in our reckoning at this point. We 
can retain the distinction between West Africans and Bantus and lift the 
total back to six by distinguishing another element. The map groups 
together both Hamites and Semites under the common label "Afro-Asiatic" 
throughout the territory colored blue. We retain the Hamitic-Semitic 
distinction on the basis that Ham's son Mizraim ("Egypt") was to the 
Egyptian Hamites what Canaan was to the Semites of Palestine. The total of 
six divisions enables us to identify their six leaders as sons of Ham, both the 
four of Genesis 10:6 and Ham's two additional sons Creus and Coeus, 
identified both in the Hellenic family of Titans and among the six sons of 
Rangi in Austronesian (Polynesian) tradition. 

These six remain distinct from Sidon's family, the four Javanites, who 
took part in a segment of the same enterprise and suffered the same fate as 
the sons of Ham in 2181. Sidon began the African colonization process in 
2218 by assigning Tarshish ("Phoenix") to Phoenicia, Elishah ("Agenor") to 
Cyprus (Alashiya) and the two pre-dynastic kings Ro and Khetm to the Two 
Egypts (even though their historical reigns occurred only in Upper (South) 
Egypt). Despite the great size of the African continent, we have no reason 
to doubt that Sidon pursued a six-point design there like the process going 
on simultaneously in Europe. Sidon now found himself working with the 
sons of Ham. Once again rivers formed the main frame of reference; and 
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the Lower Sea Akkadian fleet undertook tasks like those assigned to the 
Upper Sea fleet in Europe. 

The four Javanite colonies were logically formed over the four years 
from 2222 to 2218; so that that both the European and African schemes 
went into effect at the start of the eleventh Noachic era in 2218. The 
symbolism of the number eleven operated here as it did in the earlier 
colonizing enterprises of the eleven vassals of Canaan, now reflected 
throughout the world in eleven main divisions of the eleven Indo-European 
families of languages. 

The chief rivers of Africa are the Nile system, Congo system and Niger 
system. If we group the six linguistic stocks in pairs, the Semites and 
Hamites (combined Afro-Asiatics) attach to the Nile system; Bantus and 
Khoisans to the Congo system; and the West Africans and Nilo-Saharans 
(despite their label), to the Niger system. The map shows outlying Nilo- 
Saharans on the Niger even though the bulk of the stock lies farther east on 
the White Nile. The Khoisans, despite their location in Southwest Africa, are 
bordered on all sides by the Niger-Congo B Bantus. In terms of color coding 
here, the Hamite-Semite pair consists of blue, the Bantus and Khoisans 
orange-green and the West Africans and Nilo-Saharans red and green. Our 
task is to interpret how these groups were assigned to the six sons of Ham. 
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The names Cush and Mizraim are traditionally identified with Ethiopia 
and Egypt, the blue Afro-Asiatic sphere of the Nile. An equivocation arises 
when we detach the name of Canaan from the Semites and assign it to the 
Nilo-Saharans. What, in this case, do we make of the Semitic Canaanites of 
Palestine? Significantly the mythologist Robert Graves believes that the 
Canaanites migrated to Palestine from interior Africa and became 
associated with the Hellenic name "Agenor," a cognate he supposes to 
"Canaan." If the African process followed the sequence of Genesis 10:6, 
Canaan would have taken the fourth place in it and led the Khoisan stock to 
their African homeland. We have reason to believe that he rebelled against 
the scheme, left the Khoisans in the hands of another without his 
theocratic, civilizing power and returned north to plant the Semitic 
Canaanites in Palestine before dying with his brothers in 2181. 

The Khoisans have worshiped a god named Cagn. This name suggests 
the Sumerian priest Urukagina, who cursed Shem-Lugalzaggesi after the 
latter destroyed his temple establishment of the god Ningirsu (Ninurta- 
Nimrod of Girsu) at Lagash. It makes sense to suggest that Urukagina 
agreed to accompany the African expedition and plant the Khoisans as far 
away from hated Shem's Europe as possible. Ironically, in modern times, 
Teutonic Europeans once controlled the Khoisan lands in German 
Southwest Africa (Namibia) and Dutch South Africa. Nelson-Mandela, who 
appears to have Khoisan blood, has won a victory over these Europeans as 
celebrated in the recent film Jnvictus. In a poetic sense, he has done this, 
unintentionally to make good on Urukagina's curse against Lugalzaggesi. 
As for Urukagina's full identity, the Khoisan name "Khoe" suggests that he 
was Ham's son Coeus, one of the two "Titans" missing from the Genesis 10 
elite in 10:6. 

If we allow for Canaan's defection from the African program as planned, 
it originally consisted of the following: 


Cush Ethiopia Semitic (Afro-Asiatic A) 
Mizraim Egypt Hamitic (Afro-Asiatic B) 
Put Congo system Bantu (Niger-Congo B) 
Canaan/ Namibia Khoisan 

Urukagina/ 

Coeus 


Creus Niger system West Africans (Niger-Congo A) 
Coeus/ White Nile Nilo-Saharans 
Shulgi 


Because Coeus-Urukagina belonged to the sect of six sons of Ham, his 
role in replacing Canaan as head of the Khoisans meant that he had to 
abandon the Nilo-Saharans to some seventh leader. 

The logic of design, therefore, requires that we grapple with the 
empirical chaos created "in the field" by Canaan's supposed defection from 
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the African colonization scheme on the eve of his death. The Old Testament 
case against the Canaanites of Palestine rests on some unstated premise in 
addition to the general case against immorality. Our leftover problem of 
who took command of the Nilo-Saharans concerns Noachic efforts to bring 
order out of chaos. Decisions of the Noachic Council in designing schemes 
such as the African colonization process carried theocratic weight in the 
eyes of God Himself according to the Romans 13 principle that the "powers 
that be are of God." In that sense Canaan violated the will of God and the 
leader of the Nilo-Saharans-- whoever he was-- restored it. 

As for a seventh son, Ham reappeared in Sumer late in the 22nd century 
as the restoration monarch Ur-Nammu. His son and successor was a 
powerful ruler named "Shulgi" and possibly in a second primary source 
"Dungi." Those two names suggest the major Nilotic tribe names "Shilluk" 
and "Dinka." The Dinkas, at least, are classed among the Nilo-Saharans. 
Whatever their language these tribes inhabit the general Nilo-Saharan 
sphere west of the Blue Nile. As a son of the antediluvian Ham, Shulgi 
enjoyed the same sort of high longevity as the sons and grandsons of Shem. 
Consequently there is no reason to doubt that Shulgi was alive, adult and 
active in the period of the African process between 2218 and 2188. He is 
made to order to solve our problem of a seventh son of Ham, leader of the 
Nilo-Saharans and survivor of the purge of 2181. 

In describing colonization processes, we always seek for an overall span 
and a particular isochronic (evenly spaced intervals) module for each 
individual colony. The span indicated for the simultaneous European and 
African processes is the eleventh early postdiluvian era from 2218 to 2188 
and the module 30/6 or five years. Instead of entering Africa from the north, 
the African colonists were sent back from the Aegean to Mesopotamia and 
shipped to the African East Coast by means of the Akkadian Lower Sea 
fleet. They approached Africa from the Gulf of Aden and began the process 
with Cushitic Ethiopia. That is one reason why the name "Cush" precedes 
"Mizraim" in Genesis 10:6. Ham's third son Put, like Canaan, was the 
offspring of white Uma and became the chief progenitor of the European 
Hellenes. As an African leader, however, he accounted for the great Bantu 
stock. The name Put or Phut is often identified with "Punt," a region on the 
African coast opposite Arabian Sabaea-Yemen. Whether "Punt" is cognate 
with "Bantu" is uncertain since "Bantu" is a name inflected from the front 
"Ba--ntu." 

In any case members of the Bantu stock have claimed an origin in the 
north as though aware of ancestral time spent at one of the Aegean islands. 
If the coastal land of Punt was their region of landing in Africa, they made 
their way westward across the continent to the Congo river system. A 
tributary of the Congo tributary Ubangji-- the Uele-- is sourced not far from 
Lake Albert on the eastern border of Uganda. Lake Albert is the source of 
the Albert Nile at the southernmost reach of the Nile system. If ancestors of 
the Bantus followed Put from the land of Punt, they had to cross the 
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mountains of northern Ethiopia in order to reach the White Nile and thence 
to Lake Albert and the upper Uele. 

According to the isochronic schedule we suggest, the followers of Cush 
took the five years from 2218 to 2213 to colonize the Blue Nile. Cush's 
brother Mizraim then proceeded up the Nile to contribute to the black 
Hamite world distinct from Egypt but belonging, like Ethiopia, to the blue 
Afro-Asiatic sphere indicated in the map. This second colony, wherever 
located, was established by the tenth year of the process in 2208. Over the 
five years from then to 2203, Canaan's substitute Coeus-Urukagina then 
guided the Khoisans from somewhere in the Congo system to a Khoisan 
colony to the South. This fourth branch of the scheme conceivably trekked 
as far southwest as the Orange River in South Africa. Their point of 
departure may have been the outlying region of Khoisan presence shown in 
green in central Tanzania. If that is the case, they may have migrated on 
their own rather than accompanying the Bantus into the Congo system. One 
of the main contact points between Bantus and Khoisans is the border of 
the Bantu Ova Hereros in northern Namibia and the Khoisan Bushmen of 
that land. The Khoisans of Tanzania are known as Sandawe and speak a 
version of the exotic language more inflected that the Khoi language of the 
southwest. 

Another design factor at work throughout our study of the early 
postdiluvian world is the tribal pair or cluster. This sort of design clarifies 
the identity of the Titan Creus or Crios, the son of Ham responsible for 
colonizing the Niger River system with the stock Niger-Congo A, the West 
Africans from whom many of our Afro-Americans descend. Before 
considering West African tribes, we shift our attention to a certain 
clustering in North America relevant to this obscure son of Ham. In one of 
the cultures of South America Ham appears under the name Tamusi 
equivalent to his Sumerian pantheon name Dumuzi the Shepherd, biblical 
Tammuz. The name Tamusi, in turn, matches a North American tribal name 
Musi in the Great Lakes region. In that context, we note the more important 
tribe name Cree as counterpart to Creus. 

Separate divisions of the Cree are spread over a large arc in Canada 
from a point south of Hudson's Bay in the east to Lakes Winnipeg, Manitoba 
and Winnipegosis in the west. The names of these divisions from east to 
west are the Monsoni Cree, Central Cree, Maskegon Cree, Swampy Cree 
and Plains Cree. These people all belong to the Algonquian linguistic stock. 
South of the Plains Cree, on the upper Missouri River, lies a tribe the 
Mandan Hidatsa belonging to the separate Dakotan stock. The cluster 
suggested by the Algonquian Cree and Dakotan Mandan seems to echo the 
West African Kru and Mandingo toward the Atlantic Coast and on the River 
Volta respectively. Because the Cree and Mandan belong to separate 
linguistic stocks, it is conceivable that "Mandan" originated as a secondary 
name of Creus. 
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Such a secondary name draws attention to pictorial information 
supplied by one of the most brilliantly crafted artifacts of the early 
postdiluvian, the Narmer Palette, depicting the Egyptian King Narmer's 
victory over his enemies, the doomed Javanites and six sons of Ham. 
Although the artifact depicts the ten victims as two rows of five decapitated 
men with their heads between their legs, these diminutive ten are 
overshadowed by three larger figures of Narmer's enemies. Two of these 
are shown as escaping. The other has fallen at Narmer's feet as the 
triumphant king batters him with a mace. L. A. Waddell gives the featured 
enemy the name Manudan or Manundan and points out that he wears only 
a loin cloth as though from a tropical country. Thus we appear to be looking 
at "Creus-Mandan" arrived in the Nile Delta from the African expedition 
after settling the Niger-Congo A people in West Africa. Seven years elapsed 
from the close of the expedition in 2188 to the battle and mass execution in 
2181. 

The resemblances of "Mandan," "Mandingo" and "Manudan" mean little 
out of context but we have supplied a context. The success of our study 
depends on the cogency of such contexts. This particular one grows richer 
when the Amerindian linguistic stock is brought into play at or near the Nile 
Delta as the army opposed to Narmer. The case for this association will be 
discussed in a later chapter. Suffice it that we have surveyed some of the 
main design elements at work throughout our study, the carefully designed 
text of Genesis 10-11, various genealogical groupings, the cities of Sumer, 
the eight lands summarized in an inscription of Lugalannemundu, the 
successive dynasties of the Sumerian King List, systematic imagery of the 
Gundestrup Caldron, geographic patterns formed by features such as the 
Aegean islands, closed sets of linguistic stocks such as those covering 
Centum Indo-European Europe or the continent of Africa, suggestively 
named clusters of tribes and pictorial artifacts dating from early 
postdiluvian times such as the Narmer Palette or Ur-Nanshe Plaque. 


Chapter Two 


The Text of Genesis 10 
(Concordant Literal Translation) 


Genesis 10 

1. “And these are the genealogical annals of the sons of Noah, Shem, 
Ham, and Japheth. And sons are being born to them after the 
deluge.” 

Our study does not aim at exegesis. Instead it is a historical study of the 
persons to whom Genesis 10-11 refers, not as biblical characters but as 
ancestors of the human race and immediate source of the most ancient 
cultures and civilizations of humankind. In respect to facts, many sources 
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are as valuable as the Bible; but the Bible furnishes the truth in control of 
these facts. I believe in the verbal, plenary inspiration of the whole of 
canonical Scripture in all its details. However I realize that Genesis 10-11 is 
self-limited in its range of subject matter. For example it says nothing about 
the mother or mothers of the three sons of Noah. Furthermore I take the 
liberty to recognize in the phase "sons born to them" a body of persons both 
male and female. Throughout the text the word "son" may or may not refer 
to a physical son of the stated father. The rule in every case is political 
sonship or vassalage such as practiced explicitly in Genesis 14:4. The 
history of Noah's family was far removed from traditional family life 
because these persons differed radically from us in longevity, genetic duty 
and political privilege to create rather than just govern nations. The leading 
institution among them was termed by the Sumerians namlugal, "kingship," 
an institution well represented by the "kings" named in Genesis 14. The 
persons named in Genesis 10 were neither Hebrews, Jews, Christians nor 
"family men" as we understand the term. 


2. “The sons of Japheth: Gomer and Magog and Media and Javan and 
Elisha, and Tubal and Meshech and Tiras.” 

Gomer, Magog and Madai were Japheth's immediate sons and Javan a 
grandson through Gomer. Japheth and the three sons are named in Slavic 
tradition Svarog, Dazhbog, Stribog and Svarogich. The last three "sons" are 
Eber and Joktan as named in 10:25 and an additional son of Eber. The three 
are named separately here as political vassals of Japheth. All seven vassals 
of Japheth are treated together in the Sumerian text Lugalbanda in the 
Wilderness where they are termed "young lads" and "heroes" (ursag) 
recruited to the cause of serving Enmerkar king of Uruk (biblical Erech) in 
its war against Iranian Aratta. Japheth founded the city of Uruk between 
2368 and 2338 BCE. His vassals' service is said by the text to have been as 
military leaders variously named "lieutenants of companies," "captains of 
regiments" and "generals of brigades" (Herman Vanstiphout, Epics of 
Sumerian Kings). 


3. “And the sons of Gomer: Ashkenaz and Riphas and Togarmah.” 
Despite their vassalage to Gomer, these three men were postdiluvian 
sons of Noah. Ashkenaz was Noah's son by the white matriarch Uma, 
making him a full brother to Shem and Japheth. Riphath's mother was the 
black matriarch Kali. He became the ancestor of Asian blacks such as the 
Tamils of India. Togarmah was a son of the red matriarch Mahadevi, 
making him a full brother to Ham. Ashkenaz gained fame as the leader of 
three great colonial expeditions, known to East Indian tradition as the 
"three strides of Vishnu." The Persian form of his name reflects how the 
vassals of Japheth took root in Iran after their victory on behalf of Uruk 
against Aratta. These vassals maintained colonies consisting of the defeated 
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peoples of Aratta in the first stage of a process extending from Iran to 
Arabia, India and beyond. 


4, “And the sons of Javan: Elishah and Tharshish, Kittim and 
Rodanim.” 

Were it not for the Hellenic tradition of the family of Poseidon and 
Libya, I would be at a loss to interpret the Javanites. All four belong to the 
genetic family of Sidon (Poseidon) son of Canaan. Elishah was a son of 
Sidon named Agenor in that tradition and the brother of Belus, Salah, 
Shem's second heir. This son Elishah begat Tarshish (Phoenix), father of the 
Phoenicians, and Kitt- (Cadmus), associated with the Macedonians of 
Alexander in Hebrew tradition. The hyphen place at the close of the root 
Kittim acknowledges the Hebrew ending -im, a plural indicating a body of 
people rather than a single man. The man, however, existed and bears a 
concluding m both in the Hellenic counterpart Cadmus and Egyptian 
Khetm. Another given association is between Cyprus, named Alashiya in 
ancient times, and its chief city Kition. These names clearly refer to Elishah 
and his son Kitt-. The four Javanites fathered the pre-Hellenic Pelasgians 
(Elishah), Phoenicians, Macedonians and Rhodians, thus forming a region 
extending from Cyprus through Rhodes to the Aegean, Greece and 
Macedonia. The Hellenic obsession with philosophical wisdom is consistent 
with the derivation of the Javanites from Sidon, the universal wisdom god of 
Noah's family. Both Eleusis northeast of Athens and the land of Elis at the 
same latitude west of Arcadia appear to reflect the name "Elishah." 

On the basis of extra-biblical evidence, I adopt an emendation of 
"Dodanim," a resh substitution for the opening daleth, reading the name 
"Rodanim." The evidence includes both Khetm's fellow pre-dynastic king Ro 
and the relevance of this name to the island of Rhodes. A striking 
recurrence of the Javanite group appears in the Caddoan linguistic stock of 
native Louisiana, Texas and Nebraska. Elishah occurs in the Louisiana 
Eyeish, read by the Spanish Aliche; Cadmus, in the Texas Caddo; and Poeni- 
Tarshish, in the Pawnee. The Pawnee bear a secondary name Darazhazh, 
the voiced counterpart to their name biblical name Tarshish. As for the 
Javanite father Sidon, ancient ports were named for him both in Phoenicia 
and Crete. The second great port of Phoenicia, Tyre or Sur, takes its name 
from Indo-Aryan Surya, the counterpart to Hebrew Salah, Akkadian Marduk 
(Bel) and Hellenic Belus, brother of Elishah outside the Javanite tetrad. The 
question of why Sidon's family came to be vassals of Gomer's son Javan will 
be dealt with in a later chapter. 

The four Javanites were slain along with the sons of Ham in 2181 
because they had gathered in the Nile Delta to establish an imperial capital 
there-- probably Heliopolis-- independent of Mesopotamia. As an erstwhile 
Akkadian emperor, Narmer (Naram Sin) sought to destroy this plan of an 
independent empire in the West. The situation was analogous to the 
medieval rivalry of the Carolingian and Byzantine empires. 
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3. “From these are parted the coastlanders of the nations among 
their lands, each man to his tongue, to their families, in their 
nations.” 

The four terms "lands," "language," "families," "nations" constitute a 
tetrad design element as four dimensions of the Noachic world order. These 
terms correlate in some way with the cities, kingships, lands and linguistic 
stocks that we rely on in describing that world. The terms "language" and 
"lands" correspond explicitly to the linguistic stocks and regions such as the 
eight named in Lugalannemundu's inscription. Nationhood correlates with 
kingship; and nations and kings were precisely what distinguished the 
postdiluvian order from the antediluvian. The term "families" suggests the 
clan sets that make up the text of Genesis 10: Japhethites, Gomerites, 
Javanites, Hamites, Cushites, the Mizraim group, Canaanites, Shemites, the 
Aramaean group and Joktanites. Thus this term carries an imperialistic 
value superior to nationhood and kingship and linked to the Noahic elite-- 
the persons named and grouped in Genesis 10. These families were 
superior to linear regal dynasties because high longevities made possible a 
variety of contemporary groupings. 


6. “And the sons of Ham: Cush and Mizraim and Phut and Canaan.” 

The sons of Ham are featured in another Hellenic tradition: the Titan 
sons of Uranus or Oupavoc, Ham personified as the heaven. The same 
group occurs at the head of the Polynesian pantheon where the heaven god 
Rangi gives birth to Tane-mahuta (Cush as "Father of Forests"), Tangaroa 
(Mizraim as "Father of Islands"), Tawhiri (Put as god of the wind) and Tu- 
matuenga (Canaan as "Father of Fierce Human _ Beings"). The 
corresponding Greek Titans are Hyperion (Cush as Titan of the sun), 
Oceanus (Mizraim as Titan of the ocean), Iapetus (Put as ancestor of the 
Hellenes) and Cronus (Canaan as father of the Olympians Poseidon, Hades 
and Zeus). Ham's identification with the heaven principle arose from his 
Tower of Babel attempt to build a temple to the heaven god through illicit 
linguistic unity. Ham's sons are treated as tragic figures both as Hellenic 
fallen Titans and in the Celtic Dragon Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. 
This panel depicts Ham himself as a gloomy, rather effeminate figure with a 
curly beard. 


7. “And the sons of Cush: Sebah and Havilah and Sabtah and 
Raamah and Sabtechah. And the sons of Raamah: Sheba and 
Dedan.” 

This imperial family grouping especially illustrates the political, as 
opposed to genetic, bias of the Genesis 10 scheme. Not one of the eight 
sons were physically begotten by Cush in contrast to Nimrod who was. All 
four of the antediluvian survivors appear in this group, giving them their 
internal Genesis 10 identities: Noah as "Dedan" (equivalent to his Amorite 
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royal name Didanu), Shem as "Raamah" (probably cognate with his East 
Indian identity as Brahma the Originator), Japheth as "Sheba" and Ham as 
"Havilah," a name imported from Genesis 2:11 where it refers to a region of 
the earth, Arabia. In Genesis 10:29, the name Havilah reappears and 
represents Ham's mother (Mahadevi of the Indian tradition). In this way the 
biblical text identifies both Ham and his mother with antediluvian Arabia 
where Noah discovered and wed Mahadevi. The name "Seba" refers to the 
Same person named "Riphath" in 10:3 above-- a son of Noah by Kali. In 
Indian tradition, this person appears as the god Shiva the Destroyer, a 
member of the Trimurti along with Ashkenaz as Vishnu the Sustainer and 
Shem as Brahma the Originator. In the context of the Cushite clan and 
Indian tradition, the name Sabtah refers to Shiva's son the elephant god 
Ganesa. "Sabtechah" is the Cushite name of Peleg, the Andamanese Puluga. 
This Cushite name Sabtechah is cognate with Peleg's name "Sobdek" or 
"Sobek," crocodile god of the Egyptians like the Andamanese claim that 
Puluga "fell into the water and became a karaduku," a crocodile. 

The Cushite group came into existence after Noah's humiliation in 2359 
as indicated by his position at the bottom of the list as Dedan. Ham's 
political faction dominated the period from 2368 to 2338 and elected Ham's 
son Cush to become feudal leader of the clan in order to force the diluvian 
males and others to accept the plan of illicit linguistic unification by leading 
its ethnic members in the guise of vassals obedient to Cush. The Genesis 10 
system contains ten clan groups. If we except Ham's group in 10:6 and 
Cush's in 10:7 as integral to Ham's faction, the remaining eight match the 
seven vassals of 10:7 plus Cush's son Nimrod in 10:8. As Riphath, Seba 
belonged to the Gomerite clan of 10:3 and became its logical leader in the 
Tower of Babel program. As Raamah and Sheba, Shem and Japheth led 
their respective clans of 10:22 and 10:2. Under the name Havilah, Ham 
might have led either the clan of his son Mizraim or the vassals of his son 
Canaan. The deciding factor is that Peleg (Cushite Sabtechah) made use of 
the Canaanite clan to organize his First Kish order in the subsequent period 
2338-2308. Ham therefore took over the Mizraim clan named for the Egypt 
whose language served the Tower of Babel scheme. 

As a son of Riphath-Seba, Sabtah-Ganesa complemented his father by 
taking command of the Javanite clan of 10:4. Noah's close relationship to 
the female survivors of the Flood identifies him as leader of the Joktanite 
clan to which they belong (in its final four names). This analysis implies that 
the clan system in Genesis 10 was largely complete in all its clans soon 
after 2359. In fact all ten clans were conceivably created by interwoven 
feudal oaths in 2359 as a means of shifting theocratic power from Noah to 
his offspring. The Cushite clan, however, appears to have been more short- 
lived owing to the divine judgment against the Tower of Babel scheme. 
Another possibility is that all the clans were created ad hoc to meet special 
demands such as Japheth's recruitment of the seven vassals of 10:2 to 
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defend his city Uruk against Aratta in 2302. The Tower of Babel order of 
the Cushite clan can be summarized as follows: 


Seba (Riphath) Gomerite clan of 10:3 
Havilah (Ham) Mizraim clan of 10:13-14 
Sabtah Javanite clan of 10:4 
Raamah (Shem) Shemite clan of 10:22 
Sabtechah (Peleg) Canaanite clan of 10:15-18 


Sheba (Japheth) Japhethite clan of 10:2 
Dedan (Noah) Joktanite clan of 10:26-29 
Nimrod (Reu) Aramaean clan of 10:23 


Nimrod's association with the Aramaean clan derives from his identity 
as Asshur of Genesis 10:22, not just Shem's fifth heir Reu but also a vassal. 
In 10:22 the name "Aram" refers to Joktan as co-vassal. The Assyrians and 
Aramaeans formed a Semitic-speaking continuum north and west of Sumer. 
But the connection between Nimrod and Joktan was closer than that. After 
the political pendulum swing back to Ham's faction in 2308, Joktan founded 
the Eanna dynasty of Uruk that year under the Sumerian name 
Meskiaggasher (Meshech). The next pendulum swing bringing Ham's 
faction to power occurred in 2248 when Nimrod came to power as Sargon. 
In that sense, Joktan and Nimrod were successors in the creation of Hamite 
power. Nimrod was, in fact, Joktan's nephew, a son of Cush by Peleg's twin 
sister named "Bilika" by the Andamanese and the volcano goddess "Pele" by 
the native Hawaiians of the Polynesian-Austronesian stock. Nimrod appears 
in the Polynesian pantheon of Maoris as the god Rehua, a name cognate 
with his Hebrew name Reu, Shem's fifth heir. 


8. “And Cush generates Nimrod. He starts to become a master in the 
earth.” 
The Akkadian Legend of Sargon cloaks Nimrod's birth in obscurity: 
Sargon, the mighty king, king of Agade am I. 
My mother was a changeling, my father I knew not. 
The brother(s) of my father loved the hills. 
My city is Azupiranu, which is situated on the banks of the 
Euphrates. 
My changeling mother conceived me, in secret she bore me. 
(james B. Pritchard, The Ancient Near East, 85). 


This secrecy accords with the concept that Reu's birth means a break in 
the genealogy of Genesis 11, Reu-Nimrod being a son of Cush by 
Peleg's sister rather than Peleg's son. A similar break at the birth of 
Salah to Sidon and Inanna is similarly cloaked in mystery. The statement 
that the father's brother loved the hills may refer to Peleg's brother Joktan 
rather than to Cush's brother. Joktan's Shemite name "Aram" is based on a 
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word meaning "high" and is believed to refer to the Cappadocian uplands 
from which the Aramaeans descended on Syria. The "father that I knew not" 
thus represents both the physical father Cush and Reu's feudal father 
Peleg, the source of his membership among the imperial heirs of Shem in 
the capital zone of Akkad. 

The Legend goes on to summarize Sargon's power in terms that suggest 
what the biblical words "he began to become a mighty one on the earth" 
mean: 

And for four and ... years I exercised kingship. 

The black-headed people I ruled, I governed; 

Mighty mountains with chip-axes of bronze I conquered, 

The upper ranges I scaled, 

The lower ranges I traversed, 

The sea lands three time I circled. (86). 


The image of circling the sea lands suggests the circuit of the Arabian 
Peninsula essential to how L. A. Waddell conceives of the Akkadian imperial 
colonization of Egypt by the same Lower Sea fleet that Sargon's son 
Manishtushu used to defeat thirty-two Arabian kings. 


9. “ He becomes a master hunter before Yahweh Elohim. Therefore 
is it being said, ‘As Nimrod, the master hunter before Yahweh.’ ” 

Two factors explain why Sargon came to be known as a mighty hunter. 
First the "mighty hunter" ethos is one of the primary eight theocratic 
principles of the Noachic world, known to the Sumerians as the god name 
Ninurta. At Sumerian Lagash, Ninurta was named Ningirsu, the lord of 
Girsu-Lagash. It was precisely the cult of Ningirsu at Lagash that Shem 
(Lugalzaggesi) destroyed as though he regarded it as specifically idolatrous. 
Because Shem was the priest of Yahweh (Genesis 9:26)-- the "Lord" of the 
passage-- the implication is that the phrase "before the Lord" signified some 
sort of idolatrous competition between the Ninurtaship at Lagash and 
Shem's worship of Yahweh. To the Sumerians Yahweh was known as Ishkur, 
Shem's god of storms. Just why the Ishkurship and Ninurtaship were in 
competition remains to be fully explained; but they were certainly in 
conflict according a narrative The Myth of Zu in which Ninurta steals back 
the Enlilship-- the worship of god as Elohim-- from Shem, to whom Noah 
had granted that divine name together with control of the Semitic linguistic 
stock. Ninurta enacted this counter-theft when Nimrod-Sargon overthrew 
Shem-Lugalzaggesi by the year 2244. 

The second reason for Sargon's identity as a "mighty hunter" is his 
identification with the Hellenic Orion, the "mighty hunter" of the island of 
Chios. "Orion" is just one of three names applied by Hellenic tradition to 
Nimrod at the southwest corner of Asia Minor, the other two being Ion son 
of Xuthus-Cush, eponym of the Ionians, and Helius ("Sun") son of the sun- 
Titan Hyperion-Cush on the island of Rhodes. This heavy concentration on 
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Nimrod in that geographic region arose from the way Sargon tracked down 
and defeated Shem's exiled forces in an Aegean war between 2233 and 
2222. This second victory by Nimrod over Shem explains why Mesopotamia 
came to be known as the "land of Nimrod." It triggered the colonization of 
Europe by Shem's followers between 2218 and 2188 as Shem was 
compelled to abandon his ancient claim to the land of Akkad in the heart of 
Mesopotamia. 


10. “And coming is the beginning of his kingdom to be Babel and 
Erech and Accad and Calneh, in the Iand of Shinar.” 

This verse implies more than it states. The four locations it names 
constitute a historical sequence of eras of dominance by Ham's faction, not 
just the Tower of Babel era. Erech (Uruk) falls into line with the Eanna 
regime at this city in the period 2308-2278, the next Hamite era in 
sequence after the Babel era of 2368-2338. The next such era after the 
Eanna period was the first thirty years of Sargon-Nimrod's Akkadian 
Empire at Agade, named "Accad" in the text. If the pattern holds true, the 
obscure name "Calneh" refers to some location that focused Sargon- 
Nimrod's career in the next Hamite period between 2188 and 2158 when 
the Noachic Council was fixing its attention on Egypt. 

The identity and significance of "Calneh" is an open question. Because 
of the governing term "Shinar" meaning Sumer, we look first for one of the 
Sumero-Akkadian cities. An early scholar suggested that the name might 
refer to Nippur, cult center of the god Enlil for whose Semitic power 
Nimrod contends in the Myth of Zu. Nippur was founded by Kali; and an 
incomplete hypothetical construct can be built around her name. In the 
northern part of Ptolemy's Arabia lies a town Alna about halfway from 
Saptha to the east and a tribe Thamudeni to the northwest. Another tribe 
with the same root, the Thamuditae, lies in extreme northwest Arabia at the 
same latitude toward the coast of the Red Sea. These locations suggest the 
general termini of the Akkadian Lower Sea fleet responsible for colonizing 
Upper (South) Egypt by a circumnavigation of the Arabia Peninsula. 

The town Saptha has been suggested as cognate with the Cushite 
Sabtah, a grandson of Kali by Noah through Riphath-Seba. These names 
come to focus in Amazonian South America where the Kalina Caribs have 
worshipped two gods Tamusi and Tamula, perfect renderings of names 
known to refer to Ham (Dumuzi the Shepherd-Tammuz) and Riphath-Seba, 
father of the Dravidian Tamils of India. The name Tamusi or Tammuz is 
reflected in the Arabian Thamudeni and Thamuditae. The Kalina suggestion 
of three persons-- Kali, Ham and Seba-- carries transparent meaning since 
she and Ham gave birth to Cush, father of the African blacks, and she and 
Noah, to Seba-Tamula, father of the Asian blacks beginning with the Tamils 
of the Indus Valley. The place name "Calneh," therefore, suggests a 
coordination of Nippur with African and Asian blacks and the Amerindian 
ancestors of Kalina Caribs. Nimrod's Mesopotamian empire featured Nippur 
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if only because of its cult of Enlil as Sumerian name of the Semitic god 
Elohim (Akkadian Ellil) and Nimrod's high status as counter-thief of the 
Enlilship from Zu-Shem after Noah's curse-blessing had transferred it and 
the Semites from Ham to Shem. 


11-12. “(From that land fares forth Ashur, and building is he 
Nineveh and Rehoboth city, and Calah, and Desen between Nineveh 
and Calah. That city is great.)” 

Nimrod is both Shem's fifth heir Reu and his second vassal Asshur in 
the pentad of 10:22. As Asshur he founded Assyria on the Tigris north of 
Akkad. This concentration on Assyria is easy to recognize in the text but 
difficult to square with secular history as presently designed. This problem 
occurs simply because historians have failed to fill in the blanks of Sargon's 
long career with such activities as a war in the Aegean or the colonization 
of Egypt by his successors Manishtushu and Naram Sin. The Assyrians were 
East Semitic speakers like the Akkadians. The text affirms that Assyria 
came into existence in early postdiluvian times-- Nimrod's lifetime-- but 
leaves it to us to determine when and how it was founded. William W. Hallo, 
in The Ancient Near East, brings Assyria to focus under the heading "The 
Emergence of Assyria" but dates the heading 1350-1200 BCE, long after the 
close of early postdiluvian times. Furthermore Hallo names the ancient core 
of Assyria as the city "Assur," distinct from Nineveh. This perspective 
makes Genesis 10:11 seem anachronistic in presenting Assyria and Nineveh 
too soon. Hallo nonetheless acknowledges the existence of "prehistoric 
Assyria": 

“The prehistoric periods of Assyria are well attested at numerous sites, 
first antedating and then paralleling developmental stages in Babylonia. 
The city of Assur was exposed to Old Sumerian influence at its height (early 
third millennium), as shown by the layout of the archaic Ishtar temple and 
by its statuary. By about 2300, the Sargonic kings of Akkad ruled the 
valleys of the upper Chabur, Tigris and Adhem rivers, as attested by 
Akkadian art, architecture and texts from sites such as Tell Brak and Gasur 
(Nuzi) and by native historical traditions. At Assur itself a certain Abazu 
inscribed a statue as a sign of his allegiance to Manishtushu of Akkad, and 
later Assyrian tradition recalled him or a namesake as one of those early 
kings who still "dwelled in tents." (114). 

Hallo's dates are somewhat too high, and he dismisses the Assyrian 
activities of Sargon-Nimrod himself with the generalizing phrase "Sargonic 
kings." Abazu was a late member of the Amorite king list (given by the 
Assyrians) consisting of a roll call of elite early Postdiluvians such as Noah 
as Didanu and Ham's son Mizraim as Mandaru. Abazu has proved to be 
Noah's son Ashkenaz (vassal) of Gomer. He was the greatest colonist of the 
Noachic world and appears in two of the North American traditions as 
Wabasso and Wakan-Tanka. He led the expedition that colonized North 
America. It is useful to know that he was located at Assur during the reign 
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of Manishtushu in the late 23rd century. We can only assume from this 
perspective that Manishtushu's father Sargon-Nimrod carried out the 
program of 10:11 at some time prior to Manishtushu's reign if not during it. 


13. “And Mizraim generates Ludim and Anamim and Lehabim and 
Naphtuhim” 

The Mizraim clan played a role in the Tower of Babel scheme 
complementary to the one played by the Cushite clan. This role was 
consistent with the name Mizraim meaning "Egypt" or "Two Egypts" (Upper 
and Lower). The Cushites included all four antediluvian survivors in order 
to use their elder status to persuade the colonists of cities south of Babel to 
migrate to that point. The Mizraim clan then taught the colonists the 
Egyptian lingua franca. For the name "Ludim," I propose an emendation 
like the one replacing "Dodanim" with "Rodanim." In this case the first 
vassalage of the Mizraim list should read "Zudim." Three political 
generations of Ham's family appear together at Kish in the Eanna period 
under the names Enmebaraggesi (Ham), Aka (Mizraim) and Susuda (Zud-). 

Like the Cushites, the Mizraim group is made up of diverse elements. 
Zud - and Anam- appear in Japanese tradition as the storm god Susanowo 
and his sister, the sun goddess Amaterasu. The name of their father Izanagi 
matches an Egyptian pharaonic name Sanakhte. This figure proves to be 
Sidon; so the first two members of the clan are siblings to the Javanite 
Elishah and Belus-Salah, sons of Sidon. The appearance of the two at the 
head of Mizraim clan is associated in some way with Sidon's high Egyptian 
importance as the god Ptah. At least it means that Sidon knew the Egyptian 
language and reared his son and daughter to speak and teach the language. 
As a son and grandson of the white matriarch Uma, Sidon was half brother 
to Japheth, founder of the Egyptian stock. In becoming the first two vassals 
of Ham's yellow son Mizraim, Zud- and Anam- smoothed the transition of 
the Egyptian stock from Japheth to Ham. The Japanese character of 
Susanowo and Amaterasu arose from Mizraim's yellow origin as Ham's son 
by Durga. In fact the Japanese are the Altaic-speaking race of the man 
Mizraim. 

The third name "Lehabim" refers to Libyans and originally took the 
forms "Luhab" and "Lubim." The name reflects the fact that the Amerindian 
stock inhabited Libya in the time of Narmer's battle in the Nile Delta. 
Ancient Libyans were portrayed by Egyptians as wearing feathers in their 
hair like Amerindians. Furthermore the name Lehab- refers personally to 
Noah and complements the Casluhim or Masluhim, a version of Japheth in 
verse 14. These Mizraim or Libyan and Massylian versions of Noah and 
Japheth appear in Algonquian North American tradition as Glooskap and his 
"brother" Maslum or Malsumis. Because the Egyptian stock was created 
from the family of Japheth, the Mizraim clan logically included him as a 
primary speaker of Egyptian if for no other reason. The clan also included 
Noah, not just as Japheth's father, but as the leader responsible for 
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establishing connections with antediluvian Egypt and its language. As for 
their brotherhood in the Algonquian tradition, we have seen that Noah and 
Japheth are treated as sub-vassals and therefore brothers under Shem- 
Raamah in 10:7. 

The Naphtuhim correspond to the Egyptian goddess Nephthys, a 
member of the Great Ennead together with Seth-Shem as his sister-wife. 
The same pair of married siblings occurs in the Semitic tradition of Ugarit 
under the names Aliyan Bal and Anath. We will see that Anath-Nephthys, a 
daughter of Noah by Uma, appears at the close of the Canaanite clan under 
the name "Hamath." A full sister of Shem and Japheth, Anath-Nephthys may 
also have been the mother of Japheth's white son Madai or of Gomer's son 
Javan. Genetically she loomed large in the history of Noah's family. Here in 
the Mizraim clan she shares clan membership together with her father 
Noah and brother Japheth. 


14. “and Pathrusim and Casluhim, whence fare forth the Philistim 
and Caphthorim.” 

"Caphtor" is the Hebrew name for the island of Crete, which the 
Egyptian god Ptah (Sidon) claims for himself. A port named Sidon was 
constructed at Crete as well as in Phoenicia. The Philistines are generally 
believed to have invaded the coast of Palestine from Crete. The persons 
underlying the names Philistim and Caphtorim were another brother-sister 
pair, this time begotten children of Mizraim. The two are defined in Welsh 
(Celtic) tradition where Mizraim is named Mynogan and his children Beli 
and Don (Irish Danu). The name Mynogan accounts for the Egyptian 
pantheon name of Mizraim, Min, and Mizraim's Hellenic Titan name 
Oceanus. 

Thus the Mizraim clan ends with a son and daughter of Mizraim just as 
it opens with a son and daughter of Sidon. The interplay between Mizraim 
and Sidon is well defined in Hellenic tradition where Mizraim-Oceanus is 
the fallen Titan of the ocean and Sidon-Poseidon is the victorious and 
supplanting sea god of the Olympians. The arrangement of the clan reflects 
this tradition by placing Sidon's children at the top and Mizraim's matching 
children at the bottom. 

The obscure name "Pathrusim," whatever its ethnic value, refer to the 
most ubiquitous Genesis 10 patriarch Riphath-Seba, son of Noah and Kali. 
Here is a partial list of this man's various identities: Riphath, vassal of 
Gomer; Seba, vassal of Cush; Amor-, vassal of Canaan; Pathrus-, vassal of 
Mizraim; Shiva, destroyer god of the Indian Trimurti; Asir (Osiris), wine- 
death- resurrection god of the Egyptians and member of the Great Ennead 
as son of Noah-Geb and brother-husband to Isis; wine god Dionysus of the 
Hellenes; wine god Sabazius of Thrace; Adamu, Amorite king; Adapa, ritual 
sinner of the Sumerian Myth of Adapa; and Absyrtus, brother of Medea in 
the Argonautic tradition of the Hellenes. 
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15. “And Canaan generates Sidon, his firstborn, and Heth” 

These two sons are the only members of the Canaanite clan to be 
begotten sons of Canaan. Ethnographically they appear as complements in 
Ptolemy's chart of Germany as the Sidones and Chatae or Chatti-- the same 
form that Heth's name takes among the Anatolian Hittites. The role of the 
Canaanite clan was complementary to those of the Cushite and Mizraim 
clans but in service of the Shem-Noah faction rather than Ham's faction of 
the Tower of Babel scheme. The Canaanite design under the ruler Peleg 
was to divide up the Indo-European linguistic stock and use these divisions 
as guards or a means of coordination among the eleven colonies of the First 
Kish order. The goal was no longer to unite under one language but to 
maintain linguistic diversity in imperial fashion. Sidon and Heth were sons 
of Uma and Mahadevi respectively. The white and red races of these two 
matriarchs were assigned to the Upper Sea continuum. By taking command 
of the Indo-European stock between 2338 and 2308, the Canaanite vassals 
foreshadowed how Indo-Europeans would colonize the Upper Sea continent 
of Europe. The Hittites were known for their large, aquiline noses, a typical 
trait of the red matriarch Mahadevi. 


16. “and the Jebusite and the Amorite and the Girgashite” 

The vassals of Canaan underlying these names were Shem, Riphath- 
Seba and Eber-Gilgamesh respectively. Sidon, Heth and Jebus- appear 
together in Hellenic tradition as the three Olympian sons of the Titan 
Cronos (Canaan)-- Poseidon, Heth and Zeus-- the first two as Canaan's 
actual sons and Shem-Zeus as his vassal. The Hellenic tradition of the 
Olympian victory over the Titans somehow rationalizes Shem's case against 
the sons of Ham as his political adversaries even though he agreed to 
become a vassal-son of one of them in the First Kish period. One way to 
understand this state of affairs is to note that Canaan's brothers Cush and 
Mizraim, not he, took the lead in the Tower of Babel fiasco. Canaan must 
have figured as a convert to Shem's cause of linguistic diversity in gaining 
his status as feudal lord of Indo-European princes in the First Kish order. 

The Amorites pose a particular problem. The alleged reigning dates of 
their kings in the 22nd century seem too late to account for a people known 
to have been harassing the Sumerians in the Eanna period. These kings 
number about eleven like the Canaanites and make sense as an abortive 
clan unrecorded in Genesis 10. Logically they took shape as a set of rulers 
organized to replace the eleven vassals of Canaan as local governors of the 
eleven colonies of the First Kish order when the Eanna period began in 
2308. Instead of dividing Indo-Europeans, they undertook their roles at the 
head of Semitic speakers. Their efforts went awry owing to the outbreak of 
the Aratta schism and Uruk-Aratta War of 2302; but a body of Amorite 
speakers remained in Martu (Uz) to be governed by them as late as the 
22nd century. The Genesis 10 identities of the Amorite kings appear to be 
as follows: 
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Tudia Canaan ‘Tue, Tu-matuenga 

Adamu Seba Adapa, counterpart to Adam as ritual sinner 
Iangi Nimrod Ion son of Xuthus 

Sahlamu Togarmah son of Noah and Mahadevi, full 

brother of Ham 


Harharu Shem 

Mandaru Mizraim "Mandarin," Asian son of Ham and 
Durga 

Emsu Joktan __ Esus of the Gallic tetrad, Emisee of 


the Muskoghean tradition (from 
Joktan's; Sumerian name Meskiaggasher) 
Didanu Noah Dedan of the Cushite clan 
Hanu Ham cognate to the name "Ham," source of 
the Chinese Han, complement to the 
yellow Mandarin of son Mizraim 
Zuabu Japheth Sumuabu, "Shem Is My Father," 
Sheba as vassal of Raamah-Shem in the 
Cushite clan 
Abazu Ashkenaz Amerindian Wabasso 


In several ways this clan figures as a reconstitution of the Cushite clan 
resulting from the pendulum swing back to the Hamite faction after the 
close of the First Kish period. Like the Cushite clan it includes all four 
diluvian survivors. Adamu-Seba appears toward the head of it as in the 
earlier clan. Unlike the earlier clan, it includes Noah's postdiluvian sons 
Ashkenaz and Togarmah. It also includes Joktan, founder of the Eanna 
regime as Meskiaggasher, Japheth's sixth vassal Meshech. It excludes 
Peleg; and the creation of this group to supplant his First Kish guards (the 
Canaanite clan) may well have alienated him and led to the Aratta schism. 
In Peleg's mind, it would have figured as a revival of the scheme to reduce 
the world to a single linguistic stock, this time under Semitic speakers. That 
is why Semites and Hamites take the form of griffins (bird-lions) opposed to 
him in the Gundestrup account of the Uruk-Aratta war. We will see that 
Peleg was a member of the Canaanite clan as the "Hivite" of verse 17. 
Peleg's father Eber-- Sumerian Gilgamesh-- also shared a role in the 
Canaanite clan as the Girgashite and was excluded from the subsequent 
Amorite clan. 


17. “and the Hivite and the Arkite and the Sinite” 

In addition to Shem as Jebus-, the Canaanite clan includes Shem's third and 
fourth heirs under the names Girgash- (Eber), Hiv- (Peleg) and Ashkenaz- 
Argandea under the name Ark.- Peleg's Canaanite name Hiv - is cognate 
with his Olympian name Hephaestus, belonging to the fire-blacksmith god 
of the Hellenes. The Roman counterpart to Hephaestus, Vulcan, bears a 
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name cognate with his Andamanese and Hebrew names Puluga and Peleg. 
The Hellenic concept of Peleg as a blacksmith is probably connected with 
his role as lord of the First Kish order although it may also draw on Peleg's 
subsequent role as lord of Aratta in forging weapons against the forces of 
Uruk. As a postdiluvian son of Noah, Ashkenaz complements Noah's 
daughters, the next four members of the clan. As Noah's son by Uma, he is 
a full sibling both to Shem-Jebus and to Hamath-Anath at the close of the 
list. The Sinite belongs with the three names in the next verse. 


19. “and the Arvadite and the Zemarite and the Hamathite. And 
afterwards the families of the Canaanite are scattered.” 

The last four names in the Canaanite clan, like the last four in the 
Joktanite group, refer to a tetrad of females. In the Joktanite case (10:28- 
29), these names refer to the Mahadevi tetrad, the four female survivors of 
the Flood. In the present case they are four daughters of Noah by the 
Mahadevi tetrad: the Sinite, by Durga and known to the Indians as 
Lakshmi; the Arvadite by Kali and named Parvati (Shiva's sister-wife "From 
the Mountain"); the Zemarite by Mahadevi and known as Ganga (goddess of 
the Ganges River); and Hamath, the Canaanite version of Shem's sister wife 
Anath-Nephthys by Uma and named Saraswati, wife of Brahma-Shem, 
goddess of high culture and presumably goddess of the Saraswati River. 


20. “These are the sons of Ham, by their families, by their tongues, 
in their lands, in their nations.” 

This verse applies to the Hamite section of Genesis 10 the same scheme 
of lands, languages, families and nations as with the Japhethites in 10:5. 
The same observations on these four terms apply here. 


21. “And to Shem sons are born. Moreover, he is the forefather of all 
the sons of Eber. He is a brother of Japheth, the eldest.” 

The remark on the "children of Eber" suggests that the viewpoint of the 
text represents "Hebrews," who thought of themselves as descendents of 
Eber rather than the more narrow focus on Abraham in Eber's sixth 
generation. The phrase "brother of Japheth," excluding Ham, can be taken 
as evidence that Shem and Japheth were full brothers distinct from their 
half-brother Ham. The distinction lay in the mothers, Shem and Japheth 
being sons of Caucasoid Uma and Ham, the son of Amerindian Mahadevi. 


22. “The sons of Shem: Elam and Ashur, and Arphaxad and Lud and 
Aram and Cainan.” 

The two Shemite clans in verses 22 and 23 are ironic in respect to 
politics and genetics. The five "sons" of 22 are all imperial heirs beginning 
no earlier than the second heir Salah, actually Shem's great-grandson 
through Arphaxad I and Inanna. The Arphaxad of verse 22 is Salah, virtually 
Arphaxad II, named after his grandfather Arphaxad I. The name "Elam" 
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refers to the third heir Eber, Salah's son by Kali, original claimant of the 
land of Elam (Sumerian Lumma east of Sumer); the name "Asshur" refers to 
the fifth heir Reu-Sargon-Nimrod, founder of Assyria as well as the 
Akkadian Empire; "Arphaxad II," the second heir Salah, the Akkadian high 
god Marduk, conqueror-creator of the world in the Uruk-Aratta war; "Lud," 
Peleg the Divider, the fourth heir, ruler of the world in the First Kish period 
and leader of the Aratta faction in the Eanna period; and "Aram," Peleg's 
brother Joktan, founder of the Eanna dynasty and feudal lord of the last 
seventeen vassals of the Genesis 10 system under the names Aram and 
Joktan. Ironically Shem's actual sons by the Mahadevi tetrad (excluding his 
mother Uma) appear as vassals of "Aram" in verse 23. 


23. “And the sons of Aram: Uz and Hul and Gether and Mash.” 
Shem's physical sons were much less important in early postdiluvian 
politics than were Shem's heirs through the lines of Arphaxad I and Sidon. 
For whatever reason, they became vassals of Aram-Joktan and, in that way, 
sub-vassals of their father Shem as lord of Aram in verse 22. Several 
traditions affirm that these four figures were immediate sons of Shem 
rather than Aram-Joktan. The Ugaritic tradition gives Shem (Aliyan Bal) and 
his sister-wife Anath a son named Math, equivalent to Mash, the white son 
of the four. The other three were Shem's sons by the three non-white 
members of the Mahadevi tetrad: Uz by red Mahadevi, Hul by black Kali 
and Gether by yellow Durga, making this son a full brother to Arphaxad I. 
The Hellenes give Shem a third identity after Zeus and Dardanus-- the 
hero demigod Herakles. In early Christian times, Herakles was matched 
with the Teutonic version of Shem, Thor, on the basis that both resembled 
or typified Christ. This Christian idea has turned out to be true in that 
Herakles, Thor and Shem were the same person in three traditions. 
Together Herakles and Thor yield sets of sons representing the persons 
named in the present verse. Herakles' sons are Scythes, Agathyrsus, Hyllus 
and Gelonus. Thor's sons are Madhe, Hullr and Magni. Agathyrsus, an 
eponym of the Agathyrsi of Baltic Sarmatia, answers to Gether. Hyllus and 
Hullr supply Hellenic and Teutonic versions of Hul. Scythes and Magni 
probably refer to Uz on the basis of two names given to a tribe of Sarmatia- 
Ukraine: Uzes and Cumans. The second name probably took the form 
Comagni and accounts for the Amerindian Comanche just as black Hul 
accounts for the black, thick-necked Olmecs of Mesoamerica. Teutonic 
Madhe is another version of white Math-Mash. The Hellenic name Scythes 
suggests that Uz fathered the Scythians (or at least part of that northern 
race) as well as the Cuman Uzes. The Massogetae of Central Asia east of 
the Caspian may reflect Mash or even a combination of the names Mash 
and Gether. The Uzes, Scythians and Massogetae complement the 
Agathyrsians in the Baltic north of Sarmatia. In Mesopotamia these sons of 
Shem are relatively unimportant except for Gether, who reigned as the first 
king of First Kish, named Gaur in Sumerian and equivalent to the city name 
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Gasur. Unfortunately these sons of Shem and vassals of Aram-Joktan 
possess little narrative value in our research thus far. 


24, “And Arphaxad generates Cainan and Cainan generates Shelach, 
and Shelach generates Eber.” 

This verse states in advance what we learn from the full genealogy of 
Shem in Genesis 11. These names refer to Shem's political heirs, the most 
powerful men on earth in early post-diluvuian times. Among the identities 
given to these three are the Sumero-Akkadian moon god of Ur, Nanna- 
Suen, for Arphaxad I; Marduk, for Salah; and Gilgamesh, for Eber. The 
Inanna Succession can be restated here. Owing to Luke 3:36, we know that 
a generation intervened between Arphaxad and Salah. East Indian tradition 
affirms that this missing figure was a female named Diti. This same female 
link is recognizable as Inanna of the Sumerians and Ishtar of the Semitic 
Akkadians. The Sumerians affirm that the moon god Nanna fathered the 
heaven goddess Inanna. Mesopotamian tradition, however, conceals the 
fact-- revealed by the Indians-- that Inanna mated with Canaan's son Sidon 
(the Sumerian god Enki) and gave birth to Salah, making the imperial line 
of Shem synonymous with the male line of Ham, Canaan and Sidon. 
Sumerian literature makes much of the relationship between Enki and 
Inanna but confines it to politics rather than sex. 


25. “And to Eber two sons are born. The name of one is Peleg, for in 
his days the land was distributed. And the name of his brother is 
Joktan.” 

The division of the earth named here refers to the proliferation of 
colonies in the First Kish period of Sumerian history as depicted by the 
eleven figures of the Cernunnus Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron. The First 
Kish period began immediately after the Tower of Babel judgment, leaving 
it to Peleg and his allies to begin the process of undoing the false linguistic 
and geographic unity sought for by Ham's family in the Tower of Babel 
scheme. The Sumerian King List passes over the first 150 years of 
postdiluvian history and treats the Flood as immediate prelude to the 
dynasty of First Kish. It does this because Noah's family remained too small 
to colonize cities before the 150th year, 2368 BCE. The Sumerian scribe or 
scribes responsible for the King List knew nothing of history apart from 
urban dynasties. 


26. “And Joktan generates Almodad and Sheleph and Hazarmaveth 
and Jerah,” 

Under his two names Aram and Joktan, Peleg's brother claims 
seventeen vassals, by far the largest share of any one member of the 
Noachic elite. This circumstance arises out of the history of the Eanna 
period, 2308-2278. Under his Sumerian name Meskiaggasher (Japhethite 
Meshech), Joktan founded the Eanna dynasty in 2308. Six years later this 
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regime was compelled to fight the Uruk-Aratta war and won. Aram-Joktan's 
seventeen vassals in sets of four and thirteen can be explained in terms of 
the disposition of the world following this great, seminal victory. Four 
linguistic stocks shared in the victory: Sumerians, Semites, Hamites and 
Satem Indo-Europeans. As a result these four laid claim to the Fertile 
Crescent together with Iran. The four correspond in some way to the four 
sons of Shem, vassals to Joktan's name Aram. In contrast the thirteen 
Joktanites correspond to thirteen divisions of the losing populace of Aratta 
bound for exile to the ends of the earth. The exilic process began with penal 
colonies on the coasts of Arabia, hence the southern Arabian region 
assigned to the Joktanites in verse 30. 


The whole earth is covered by eighteen great rivers in pairs as follows: 


Americas Mississippi 
Amazon 
Europe Rhine 
Danube 
Sarmatia-Russia Don 
Volga 
Siberia Yenisei 
Lena 
Africa Zaire 
Nile 
Mesopotamia Euphrates 
Tigris 
India Indus 
Ganges 
Southeast Asia Irrawaddy 
Mekong 
China Yellow 
Yangtze 


Assuming Noachic knowledge of these rivers based on antediluvian 
tradition, we conclude that Aram-Joktan's seventeen vassals were selected 
to colonize seventeen of the eighteen river valleys-- or at least to govern 
thirteen stocks exiled to Arabia as a preliminary step in the exilic plan. The 
discrepancy between eighteen and seventeen can be explained by focusing 
on the Satem Aryans. Eventually these people made their way to the 
Ganges. We can assume that they were given the option to do so in the 
Eanna period but remained in Iran instead. As one of the victorious stocks, 
they might have been expected to colonize one of the three rivers of the 
Fertile Crescent-- Tigris, Euphrates or Nile. Instead East Semites took 
command of the Tigris; Sumerians, of the Euphrates; and Hamites, of the 
Nile. Given the choice of migrating to the Ganges or remaining in the 
Zagros Mountains of western Iran, the Satem Aryans chose the latter as 
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closer to the wealth of the Fertile Crescent. Interestingly L. A. Waddell 
claims that the Indo-Aryans were eventually driven to the Ganges by the 
East Semitic Assyrians as though the two stocks had been contesting 
possession of the Tigris. 

The middle section of the Joktanite list contains the Joktanite names of 
the divine family of Ur-- Nanna-Arphaxad I as Hadoram, his son Utu the sun 
god as Obal (Arabian sun god Hobal) and his daughter Inanna under the 
Joktanite name Uzal. The last four names of the list are the Mahadevi tetrad 
of surviving diluvian females. Compared to these two sections of the list, 
the first four in verse 26 seem obscure. But they have been moved to the 
head of the list for an important political reason. The goal was to make 
peace after the Uruk-Aratta war by reconciling Shem's lineal descendents 
to the Inanna Succession, which cut them out of becoming his imperial 
heirs. Except for the Inanna Succession, Shem's second heir would have 
been Arphaxad's son Utu (Joktanite Obal) instead of Salah (Joktanite 
Diklah). The name Diklah is cognate with that of the Old Prussian god 
Tukla-- Salah as the god of good fortune precisely because he rather than 
the sun god Utu-Hobal became the second heir. Obal appears in the 
Hellenic Olympian pantheon as the matching sun god Apollo; and Apollo's 
two sons, Orpheus and Asklepius, are the Joktanite vassals at the head of 
the list, Almodad and Sheleph respectively. The names Asklepius and 
Sheleph are cognate, both referring to Obal's son as father of the Eastern 
Slavs, Sklavi or Russians. Orpheus-Almodad accounts for the West Slavic 
Hrvati or Croatians; and Obal-Apollo himself, for the West Slavic Poles. 
Apart from the Inanna Succession, either Almodad or Sheleph would have 
been Shem's third imperial heir. 

Immediately below this pair, Hazarmaveth and Jerah, are sons of the 
"lucky" heir of the Succession, Salah-Diklah. The two appear in Ugaritic 
mythology as Mot and Athtar, sons of Tr II, "Bull El," the Ugaritic version of 
Salah. A third son of Bull El, Yamm, is the Ugaritic version of Elam-Eber- 
Gilgamesh, Shem's third imperial heir. The name Hazarmaveth incorporates 
the Hebrew word for death, maveth, which corresponds to the Ugaritic 
word death, mot, Hazarmaveth's Ugaritic name. In the Braided Goddess 
panel of the Gundestrup Caldron shows a prone human figure at the 
cartographic equivalent of the land of Hazarmaveth, Hadramaut, the 
eastern part of the modern state of Yemen and homeland of Osama Bin 
Laden. The Ugaritic narrative interprets Bull Ell and his sons as bitter 
enemies of Shem-Aliyan Bal. This theme of the unwanted and hostile 
imperial heirs of Shem recurs in the Hurrian Song of Kumarbi. The fourth 
name of verse 26, Jerah, is the Joktanite version of Bull El's son Athtar, 
referred to as "Tyrant Athtar." By locating these sons of Salah below two 
sons of Shem's grandson Obal, verse 26 records an effort to make peace 
after a conflict based on Peleg's desire to secure the Inanna Succession for 
himself as Shem's fourth heir in that scheme. 
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27. “and Hadoram and Uzal and Diklah” 

These three names correspond to the heart of the Inanna Succession: 
Arphaxad I-Nanna, his daughter Inanna and Inanna's son Salah-Arphaxad 
II. Arphaxad I's Joktanite name Hadoram gives rise to that of the chief Latin 
deity Saturnus where the Latin S for H is precedented in such words as 
serpens for Hellenic herpeton. The Joktanite middle section is well 
represented in ancient Italy and Sicily. Hadoram-Saturnus reappears as the 
Sicilian god Adranus. "Uzal" explains the name "Italoi" applied by the 
Hellenes to the Oscans or Ausonians of Southern Italy. "Diklah" accounts 
for the Siculi, who gave their name to Sicily. Uzal's brother Obal-Utu (in the 
next verse) is a universal sun god, Utu of the Sumerians, Hobal of the Arabs 
and Apollo of the Hellenes. The name Apollo, in turn, explains the Apulians 
of the Italian boot heel. Saturnus's line reads Picus (Salah-Diklah), Faunus 
(Eber) and Latinus (Peleg-Lud). Eber is conceived as a "faun" because of his 
mulatto character as is Kali's son Cush, the shepherd god Pan of Hellenic 
Arcadia. The name "Picus" in Latin means "woodpecker," possibly an 
allusion to shipbuilding sounds in constructing the Akkadian Upper Sea 
fleet. It should be remembered that Salah is the human foundation of the 
Akkadian chief deity Marduk and therefore a probable contributor to the 
Akkadian Empire. Marduk's great victory in the Uruk-Aratta War (as 
Sumerian Lugalbanda) accounts for the Latin war god Mars. In classical 
tradition Saturnus is incorrectly identified with Hellenic Cronus, the 
patriarch Canaan son of Ham. 


28. “and Obal and Abimael and Sheba” 

These three names are purely transitional and indicate the arbitrariness 
of the verse divisions imposed on the Bible. As indicated Obal should be 
grouped with the previous verse as son of Hadoram and brother of Uzal. 
The name Abimael stands apart from the rest of the list. He was the one 
begotten son of Joktan, namely Joktan-Meskiaggasher's son and successor 
in the Eanna dynasty Enmerkar in whose reign the Uruk-Aratta War broke 
out. In Sumerian literature King Enmerkar is pictured as leading an 
Erechite army against Aratta, presumably following the avant garde activity 
of Lugalbanda-Salah and the seven vassals of Japheth. The name Abimael 
means "My Father Is Mael." An insular Celtic hero "Mael the Tall" is the 
Welsh counterpart to Gallic Esus and Irish Cuchullain in representing 
Joktan. A Welsh triad reads, "Arthur has these three: Llyr and his armies, 
Mael the Tall and Caradoc pillar of Wales." The references to Britain in this 
early postdiluvian bit of mythology are anachronistic. Llyr is Japheth's son 
Gomer and Caradoc a son of Bran-Javan son of Llyr. As Japheth's first 
vassal, Gomer belonged among the eight Erechite heroes and evidently led 
more than one army against Aratta. The Aratta faction is represented in 
insular Celtic tradition by the Irish words "Who goes with Fergus?" Fergus 
being the Irish version of Peleg (Frey-Fricco), lord of Aratta. The Welsh 
refer to Fergus as Fircos. In the context of Llyr and Caradoc, Mael the Tall 
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figures as Joktan's son Enmerkar wartime king of Uruk closely allied with 
Gomer-Llyr and the other Japhethites. In this anachronistic context mixing 
early postdiluvian mythology with Celtic legend, "King Arthur" no doubt 
stands for the grand leader Marduk- Lugalbanda- 

Salah. Instead of serving Enmerkar-Mael, Mael serves him. In point of 
fact, we can question whether Enmerkar or Lugalbanda was the true 
commander in chief of the Erechite cause. The name Sheba belongs with 
the remaining three names in verse 29. 


29. “and Ophir and Havilah and Jobab. All these are sons of Joktan.” 

The Joktanites gathered in Arabia in order to punish the losers from the 
Aratta half world by dividing them into thirteen expeditions and sending 
them to thirteen major rivers throughout the world. They were sent first to 
southern Arabia to keep them from massing again to pose a threat to the 
victors in Mesopotamia. The three main rivers of the Fertile Crescent were 
excluded from the process as defining the realm of the victors. The last four 
names in the Genesis 10 system refer to the Mahadevi tetrad-- female 
survivors of the Flood-- in parallel with their postdiluvian daughters 
appearing at the close of the Canaanite list in verses 17-18. The Mahadevi 
tetrad is grouped among the Joktanite thirteen because their leader 
Mahadevi was Tiamat, ringleader of the Aratta schism along with Peleg. 
Mahadevi herself takes the name "Havilah," also assigned to her 
antediluvian son Ham in the Cushite clan of 10: 7. This name originally 
designated a land of the antediluvian world named in Genesis 22:11. It 
refers to Arabia where Mahadevi's ancestors, the family of red Abel, took 
root before the Flood. These people originally spoke the language later 
known as "Semitic" and sacred to the divine name Elohim, the "Enlilship" of 
the Sumerians according to the meaning "Lord Wind," the Creator of the 
Elohist account in Genesis 1, especially 1:2 where the Spirit ("Wind") 
hovers over the "face of the waters." 

In the Akkadian Marduk Epic Mahadevi is named Tiamat and treated as 
an arch-villainess, leader of the Aratta rebellion together with Kingu 
(Peleg). We might conclude that the punitive purpose of the Arabian 
scheme applies to her as well as her Aratta followers; but Arabia was her 
ancestral land and the Braided Goddess panel depicts her as the Empress of 
Arabia as though fully in power there. Logically peace was achieved at the 
close of the Uruk-Aratta war by making total power over Arabia the price 
paid by the victorious Erechites to her in order to win her assent to the 
exilic plan. The Braided Goddess panel possesses an elegiac theme, 
consistent with defeat, in showing a dead boar on its back in the position of 
Yemen-Sabaea and a dead male stretched on his back in Hadramaut to the 
east. As we have seen, Hadramaut is named for Hazarmaveth, a name 
incorporating the Hebrew word for death. We can add now that the mother 
of Ugaritic Mot ("Death"), Yamm and Athtar-- Lady Asherah-- is the Ugaritic 
version of Mahadevi-Havilah. 
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The yellow matriarch Durga takes the name "Sheba" also assigned to 
Japheth in the Cushite group. The only apparent association between 
Durga-Sheba and Japheth-Sheba is that she became the mother of Japheth's 
firstborn Gomer. That is seemingly sufficient to explain the duplication of 
name; but the duplication is also connected with the way Japheth founded 
Uruk out of sequence immediately after Durga-Sheba founded Ur. The black 
matriarch Kali bears the Joktanite name Ophir. The phrase "gold of Ophir" 
alludes to a wealth of gold in a land near Ethiopia; but it also reminds us 
that East Indians are more devoted to gold ornamentation than any other 
modern people on earth. The Indian pantheon makes much of Kali as 
goddess of the great city of Calcutta. The final name of the Genesis 10 
system, Jobab, designates the white matriarch Uma. The two names are 
cognate as derivative from some form such as Yomam or Yumam. Another 
version of the form, "Juvavum," is the classic version of the modern River 
Ybbs in the "Edelweiss" land of Austria. The Ybbs is a tributary of the 
Danube and suggests that Uma-Jobab's followers in the exilic process were 
assigned the Danube as their proper river. 


30. “And coming is their dwelling to be from Mesha, till you come 
toward Sephar, a mountain of the east.” 

The land characterized here is in southern Arabia in keeping with our 
interpretation of the Braided Goddess panel. 


31. “These are the sons of Shem, by their families, by their tongues, 
in their lands, by their nations.” 

The Shemite section concludes with the same four-point formula as the 
Japhethite in 10:5 and the Hamite in 10:20. These four principles, each 
distinct from the others, were the building blocks of a deliberately designed 
world order. 


32. “These are the families of the sons of Noah, by their genealogical 
annals, in their nations. And from these the coastland nations are 
parted in the earth after the deluge.” 

A new term "generations" is added and only the term "nations" survives 
from the formulaic tetrad. Verse 32 summarizes the text of Genesis 10 
rather than characterizing the world order as the tetrad does. The word 
"families" refers to the clans that make up the text of Genesis 10. These 
clans are just one of four dimensions of the Noachic world order. 


Chapter Three 
Text of the Sumerian King List 
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The text is quoted from Appendix E of Samuel Noah Kramer's The 
Sumerians (1963). Changes of organization are added in commentary from 
William H. Hallo's Mesopotamian section of The Ancient Near East (1971). 


Antediluvian Section 

After kingship had descended from heaven, Eridu became (the seat) 
of kingship. At Eridu Alulim reigned 28,800 years as king; Alalgar 
reigned 36,000 years-- two kings reigned 64,800 years. Eridu was 
abandoned, and its kingship was Carried off to Badtibira. 

Eridu, in the extreme south of Sumer, was one of two antediluvian cities 
re-established in postdiluvian times by Noah's family. The other was Sippar 
in the north, cult center of the sun god Utu. Eridu became the cult center of 
the wisdom god Enki, "lord of the land" of Sumer. The high priest of the 
Enkiship, identified as the god euhemeristically, was Sidon son of the 
cursed patriarch Canaan. Enki's temple at Eridu was called the Abzu temple 
according to the same name that Noah bears as Apsu of the Marduk Epic. 
Sidon conceived of himself as the counter-Noah, designer of the 
postdiluvian world after Noah's political overthrow in 2359. The incredibly 
inflated reigns of the early Sumerian kings resulted from two causes: the 
actual high longevities of the antediluvians and early Postdiluvians and a 
mythology fabricated by Sidon to preserve the mystery of diluvian origins 
but, at the same time, to conceal their true character in order to justify the 
humiliation of Noah and subsequent Tower of Babel fiasco. 


In Badtibira, Enmenluanna reigned 43, 200 year; Enmengalanna 
reigned 28,800 years; Dumuzi the Shepherd reigned 36,000 years-- 
three kings reigned 108, 000 years. Badtibira was abandoned and its 
kingship was carried off to Larak. 

In addition to being an antediluvian king, Dumuzi the Shepherd is 
featured as Inanna's lover in two Sumerian mythological narratives, The 
Courtship of Inanna and Dumuzi and The Descent of Inanna. The name 
refers to Ham as bearer of the Dumuziship of pastoral blood sacrifice 
originating with Abel, ancestor of Ham's mother Mahadevi. The name 
contrasts with Dumuzi-abzu ("Dumuzi of the Abyss"), a name applied both 
to Kali and her son Riphath-Seba-Asir, the Egyptian god of death and 
resurrection. Both names are associated with Mahadevi's character as 
Empress of Arabia, the "Underworld" in Sumerian, Chinese and Hellenic 
mythology. To the Sumerians, Mahadevi was known as Ereshkigal, ruler of 
the Underworld. The Braided Goddess panel of the Gundestrup Caldron 
pictures Mahadevi-Ereshkigal as a personification of Arabia with the figure 
of Kali standing in the relative position of Ethiopia below the lion of Egypt. 
In The Descent of Inanna, this goddess descends to the realm of Ereshkigal 
and is ritually slain. The myth refers to Inanna's share as Uzal in the 
Joktanite migration to southern Arabia to enforce the punitive exile of 
nations defeated at Aratta. Ham and his four sons of Genesis 10:6 also 
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shared in the Arabian scheme as the five "Ocean Dragon Kings" of Chinese 
tradition. 

The family of slain Abel migrated to the land of Havilah, antediluvian 
Arabia, where Mahadevi was born. Both Mahadevi and Ham share the name 
Havilah in Genesis 10 where Mahadevi appears as the Joktanite Havilah. 
She was bound for Arabia together with the rest of the Joktanites for the 
Same punitive purpose. Before the Flood, Noah either traveled to Arabia or 
summoned Mahadevi to Sumer to become the mother of Ham. All five 
antediluvian dynasties of the king list were located in Mesopotamia as 
stated by the text. Because Inanna was a postdiluvian, her love affair with 
Dumuzi the Shepherd occurred in postdiluvian times despite the recurrence 
of his antediluvian name. The ritual "deaths" of Ham and Inanna in Arabia 
pertain both to the Joktanite task and to the antediluvian precedent of 
massive loss of life in the Flood. In this context Inanna's love for 
“antediluvian Ham" takes on a distinctive meaning. It ties together the 
themes of doomed antediluvians and the Joktanite exilic process. The love 
affair also serves to cover and conceal the union between Inanna and Ham's 
grandson Sidon at the foundation of the Inanna Succession. 


In Larak Ensipazianna reigned 28,000 years-- one king reigned 28, 
800 years. Larak was abandoned and its kingship carried off to 
Sippar. 

If Ham became one of the antediluvian kings, we are faced with the 
question whether Noah's other two sons and Noah himself became 
Sumerian kings in this period. In The Epic of Gilgamesh, Noah is dismissed 
as the Ark builder Ziusudra, bearing a name distinct from any of the 
antediluvian kings and also a distinct location, Shuruppak, where the 
Sumerian version of the Ark is built. A point of departure for answering this 
question is to note the racial imbalance among the males of the Ark in 
contrast to the balanced females, the Mahadevi tetrad. Mahadevi and Uma 
gave birth to three Flood survivors but none were born to either black Kali 
or yellow Durga. If such sons were born but failed to survive the Flood, 
Noah originally possessed five sons, one for each of the Sumerian 
antediluvian dynasties. White Uma was the mother of both Shem and 
Japheth, raising this hypothetical total from four to five or even more. 

A meaningful pattern emerges when we observe that four of the 
antediluvian kings bear names opening with the element en. We have seen 
that white Uma bore Noah two antediluvian sons, Shem and Japheth. The 
four kings bearing the title meaning "lord" figure as two pairs of sons by 
Kali and Durga, representatives of the black and yellow races of Adam and 
Seth-- the two races of the Lower Sea. One of these sons reigns alone at 
Larak, two in company with Ham at Badtibira, one alone at Sippar. These 
all feature the element "lord" to signify that Adam was "lord" over Eve and 
left that form of male supremacy to the Adamite and Sethite races to the 
five antediluvian dynasties in Sumer. The two lords grouped with Ham at 
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Badtibira figure as sons of yellow Durga owing to important red-yellow 
blending in China-- the Han and Mandarin-- and in duplication of linguistic 
traits between the Sino-Tibetans and Uto-Athabascans of North America. 

The eight antediluvian rulers of Sumer, therefore, consisted of Noah 
and seven antediluvians as follows: 


At Eridu: Alulim Shem son of Noah and Uma 
Alalgar Noah 

At Badtibira: Enmenluanna son of Noah and Durga 
Enmengalannason of Noah and Durga 
Dumuzi son of Noah and Mahadevi 

At Larak: Ensipazianna son of Noah and Kali 

At Sippar Enmeduranna_ son of Noah and Kali 

At Shuruppak Ubartutu Japheth son of Noah and Uma 


According to this interpretation, Noah was building the Ark at 
Shuruppak while his son Japheth was reigning there. That is precisely why 
Egyptian tradition dates the beginning of Japheth's reign as Re Harakhte 
336 years before the outbreak of the Uruk-Aratta war of 2302, 120 years 
before the Flood when the Ark-building project began. In reality Japheth 
had not yet been born then; but his role as king of Shuruppak just before 
the Flood established the association in Egyptian minds. Evidently Japheth, 
his full brother Shem and Ham all converged on Shuruppak during 
Japheth's reign because they knew the date of the Flood in advance and 
desired to be near the Ark. The sons of Durga and Kali, for whatever 
reason, remained behind at Badtibira, Larak and Sippar. Proud of the 
Adamic "lordship" incorporated in their names, they refused to believe in 
the apocalyptic threat of the Flood. Kali and Durga knew better through 
acquaintance with Noah and left their sons behind to perish of their 
faithless folly. 


In Sippar Enmeduranna reigned 21,000 years as king-- one king 
reigned 21,000 years. Sippar was abandoned and its kingship was 
carried off to Shuruppak. 

This son of Kali would have fathered the postdiluvian Hamitic stock as 
complement to the Austronesians intended for Ensipazianna. Some 
unknown event occurred and prompted Japheth to learn the Egyptian 
language from Enmeduranna in order to preserve this language for his own 
version of that linguistic stock. The antediluvian sons of Durga would have 
fathered the two stocks of the continental Far East-- Altaics and Sino- 
Tibetans. When the sons of Kali and Durga rejected the Ark-building plan, 
Noah took over the Altaic language; and Durga, the Sino-Tibetan. Japheth 
took responsibility for the Hamites; and his diluvian wife Kali, for the 
Austronesians. According to the original plan, Noah and Mahadevi would 
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have given birth to the Amerindians and left the Semitic stock to their first 
son Ham. 
The original and subverted linguistic design was as follows: 


Alulim (Shem) Sumerian 

Alalgar (Noah) Amerindian 

Enmenluanna either Altaic or Sino-Tibetan 
Enmengalanna either Altaic or Sino-Tibetan 
Dumuzi (Ham) Semitic 

Ensipazianna Austronesian 

Enmeduranna Hamitic 

Ubartutu (JJapheth) Indo-European 


In Shuruppak Ubartutu reigned for eighteen 18,600 years as king-- 
one king reigned 18, 600 years. 

(Total) five cities, eight kings reigned 241, 200 years. 

At Shuruppak Japheth completed a process begun by his full brother 
Shem as Alulim at Eridu. This process was designed in full knowledge of the 
future time of the Flood. Noah and his seven sons constituted the original 
version of the diluvian ogdoad except that their wives would have increased 
the population of the Ark to sixteen, the same total applied to North 
America in the tradition of Dakotan Wakan-Tanka. Because Noah intended 
himself to create the Amerindian stock, the total of sixteen was adopted by 
his son Ashkenaz (Wakan-Tanka) to memorialize the original plan. When the 
rebellion of the four "lords" occurred, Shem took over responsibility for 
preserving the Indo-European stock from his elder brother Japheth, who 
took up the Egyptian cause from Enmeduranna at the solar cult center of 
Sippar.. 


Postdiluvian Section 

The Flood then swept over (the land). After the Flood had swept 
over (the land) and kingship had descended from heaven (a second 
time), Kish became (the seat) of kingship. In Kish Gaur reigned 
1200 years as king; Gulla-Nidaba-annapad reigned 960 years; 
Palakinatim reigned 900 years; Nangishlishma reigned ... years; 
Bahina reigned ... years; Buanum reigned 840 years; Kalibum 
reigned 960 years; Galumum reigned 840 years; Zukakip reigned 
900 years; Atab reigned 600 years; Mashda, the son of Atab, reigned 
840 years; Arurim, the son of Mashda, reigned 720 years; Etana, the 
shepherd, he who ascended to heaven, who made firm all the lands, 
reigned 1560 years; Balih, the son of Etana, reigned 400 years; 
Enmenunna reigned 660 years; Melam-kish, the son of Enmenunna, 
reigned 900 years; Barsalnunna, the son of Enmenunna, reigned 
1200 years; Meszamug, the son of Barsalnunna, reigned 140 years; 
Tizkar, the son of Meszamug, reigned 305 years; Ilku reigned 900 
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years; Iltasadum reigned 1200 years; Enmebaraggesi, he who smote 
the weapon of the land Elam, reigned 900 years as king; Agga, the 
son of Enmebaraggesi, reigned 625 years. (Total) twenty-three kings 
reigned 24,510 years, 3 months, 3 1/2 days. Kish was defeated (in 
battle), (and) its kingship carried off to Eanna. 

In the silent white space between Ubartutu of antediluvian Shuruppak 
and Gaur of Kish, 180 years passed during which the four couples of Noah's 
family regenerated world population sufficiently to colonize eight locations 
in Mesopotamia including Kish. The grandiose term attributed to this First 
Kish dynasty-- 24,510 years-- conceals an actual term of only thirty years-- 
the seventh postdiluvian era from 2338 to 2308. The twenty-three kings of 
the dynasty therefore reigned little more than a year each. Hallo suggests 
that the last two kings, Enmebaraggesi and Agga (or Aka) reigned at the 
start of the next, Eanna period, thus reducing the total of kings of the First 
Kish era to twenty-one. 

The name of the first king of First Kish, Gaur, suggests Shem's son 
Gether, the Hellenic Agathyrsus son of Herakles. An intermediate form is 
suggested by the original name of the city Nuzi-- Gasur. Shem not only 
claimed the land of Akkad surrounding Kish but founded Kish in the 
sequence of colonies established between 2368 and 2338. Hallo arranges 
the kings of First Kish in three contemporaneous sequences covering eight 
generations. I read these "generations" as periods of about three years 
each. In one of the sequences Hallo reads Kramer's name Gulla-Nidaba- 
annapad as "Kullassina-ib-el" and interprets it to mean "He rules them all." 
The name, therefore, corresponds to the imperial ruler of the First Kish 
regime, Peleg the Divider, Cernunnus-- "Horned One"-- of the Cernunnus 
panel. 

Hallo's rearrangement makes Etana and Balih the earliest rulers of the 
dynasty-- a fortunate adjustment because these two are the great allies 
Noah and his son Shem. The Sumerian name Etana is cognate with Noah's 
Cushite and Amorite name Dedan-Didanu. The name Balih corresponds to 
Shem's Ugaritic name Bal. The Sumerian text singles out Etana for special 
attention, claiming that he "ascended to heaven" and "made firm all the 
lands." The ascent to heaven refers to Noah's original command of the 
Anship, the priesthood of El Elyon later passed to Shem-Melchizedek. 
According to the Hurrian Song of Kumarbi, Noah (Alalu) reigned in heaven 
for nine years before being cast down to earth by the usurping heaven god 
Anu. I place those nine years at the start of the colonizing era from 2368 to 
2359; so Noah has already lost the Anship, in some sense, as he begins his 
reign as Etana in 2338. Etana's "making firm the lands" alludes to Noah's 
role in establishing the eight primary land claims in the first thirty years 
after the Flood. In this way the text manages to refer to the "blank space" of 
time from the Flood to First Kish. 

Identifications of the First Kish kings with Genesis 10 elite becomes 
possible in cases where the text indicates father-son relationships. Atab and 
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Mashda are Japheth and his Caucasoid son Madai (Persian Ahura Mazda)-- 
the allied Svarog and Svarogich of Slavic tradition in the same Satem Indo- 
European tradition as the Medes of Iran. As complement to Etana/Balih and 
Atab/Mashda, Enmebaraggesi and his son Aka represent Ham and son 
Mizraim. Aside from these father-son pairs, the extended line of 
Enmenunna ("Butterfly") represents the line of the imperial Inanna 
Succession: Enmenunna, Sidon; Barsalnunna, Salah, Meszamug, Eber; and 
Tizkar, Joktan. 

The phrase "weapon of the land Elam" raises an important issue. Aside 
from the special case of Aratta, the perennial enemies of Sumerian 
Mesopotamia were Elam east of Sumer and Amorite Martu (Uz) west of 
Akkad. Those two lands were tied together by a single Sumerian name 
"Dumuzi-abzu," applied both to a goddess and her son. The word abzu 
means "primordial water" and alludes to the Flood. The Akkadians applied 
their version of the name, Apsu, directly to Noah. The two deities named 
Dumuzi-abzu are the black matriarch Kali and her great son by Noah, 
Riphath-Seba. Not only was Noah destined to become the Amorite king 
Didanu; but we have seen that Riphath-Seba takes the name "Amorite" in 
the Canaanite list of Genesis 10. The capstone of these associations is that 
the name "Amorite" was originally "Amurru," meaning "Flood People." Thus 
Noah, Kali and their son Riphath-Seba were reckoned a kind of "Flood trio." 

Out of this symbolism arose conflict between Mesopotamia and its 
neighbors. At the root of the conflict was the diluvian marriage of Japheth 
and Kali. Evidence indicates that the marriage was never consummated or 
that Japheth would not acknowledge its offspring. Egyptian tradition claims 
of its version of Japheth, Atum Re, that he begot the Great Ennead without 
the use of a woman. None of the primary Japhethites proves to have been 
Negroid except Tubal-Eber, genetically separate from Japheth's family. As 
founders of Kish and Uruk, the sons of white Uma-- Shem and Japheth-- 
defined Mesopotamia as a Caucasoid realm encircled by diluvian aliens, 
Elamo-Dravidians to the east, Amorites to the west and Noah's Altaic 
Subarians to the north. Noachic ideology applied to this distinction the 
dualism of Flood destruction and survival and continuity in Mesopotamia 
where kingship existed before the Flood. In other words the whites of 
Mesopotamia were reckoned a new version of the antediluvian kingdom as 
though the Flood never happened to them. That is why Egyptian mythology, 
in the same Caucasoid tradition of Japheth, claimed that he began to reign 
336 years before the Uruk-Aratta war, 120 years before the Flood when the 
Ark-building project began. To inhabit Mesopotamia meant to have been 
exempted from the Flood. The surrounding neighbors symbolized Flood 
victims just as the Indian mythology pictured Kali as a goddess of death, 
custodian of the lethal Flood tradition. That is also why her son Riphath- 
Seba became Shiva, Indian god of destruction. 

Hallo's Figure 7 arranging the kings of First Kish confirms his view that 
the dynasty included just twenty-one rulers. That total represents a sum of 
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the eleven Canaanite colonists of the First Kish order with the ten clans of 
Genesis 10 (three Japhethite, four Hamite and three Shemite). This match 
in numbers implies that each king of First Kish also served either as a 
Canaanite colonist or a head or spokesman for a Genesis 10 clan. We are 
confronted with a hypothetical design element which must be tested. The 
Sumerian names are generally refractory especially in First Kish where 
Hallo suggests that at least six names are symbolic. Of the names already 
identified, Japheth-Atab was not a member of the Canaanite clan and 
therefore not a colonist. Atab, therefore, represents Japheth as a clan head-- 
logically of his own clan in Genesis 10:2. In contrast "He Rules Them All," 
as Peleg, belonged to the Canaanite clan as the "Hivite" and was colonist of 
Kish as indicated by his relative position as Cernunnus in the Cernunnus 
panel. 

In the following table of First Kish rulers, Hallo's readings are given 
first where they differ from Kramer's: 


Mashkakatu/Gaur Mash/Gether Aramaean clan (Genesis 10:23) 
Kullassina-ib-el/ Gulla-Nidaba-annapad 
Peleg the "Hivite" colonist of Kish (Cernunnus) 


Nangish-lishma Heth colonist of Martu (Uz) (Stag) 
En-dara-Anna Seba the "Amorite" _colonist of the Fish 
Babum Nimrod-Asshur Shemite clan (Genesis 10:22) 
Pu-Annum Put Hamite clan (Genesis 10:6) 
Kalibum "Dog" the "Sinite" colonist of Nippur (Wolf) 
Qalumum "Lamb" the "Hamathite" colonist of Umma (Western 
Ram-lion) 
Zugakip "Scorpion" the "Zemarite" colonist of Lagash (Eastern 
Ram-lion) 
Atab Japheth Japhethite clan (Genesis 10:2) 
Ataba/Mashda Madai Mizraim clan (Genesis 10:13-14) 
Arwium "Gazelle" son of Sabitum "Hind"/ the "Arvadite" colonist 


of Phoenicia at Arvad Arurim 
(Western Antelope) 


Etana Noah Gomerite clan (Genesis 10:3) 

Balih Shem the "Jebusite" colonist of Sippar 
Enmenunna "Butterfly" Sidon colonist of the Fish Rider 
Melam-Kish Elishah Javanite clan (Genesis 10:4) 
Barsalnunna Salah the "Arkite" colonist of Gutium (Eastern 


Antelope as subsequent commander against 
Aratta) 
Samug/Meszamug Eber the "Girgashite" colonist of the Sumerian 
Serpent (as Gilgamesh) 


Tizkar Joktan Joktanite clan (Genesis 10:26-29) 
Ilku Cush Cushite clan (Genesis 10:7) 
Iltasadum Canaan Canaanite clan (Genesis 10:15-18) 
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A full explanation of each of these matches would require too long a 
commentary here. A sample must suffice. The Fish and Rider of the 
Cernunnus panel represent a combination of Hellenes with Austronesians-- 
two peoples with the same peculiar focus on Ham and six "Titan" sons. At 
the head of the Hellenic tradition stands the Olympians beginning with 
Canaan-Cronus' son Sidon-Poseidon, lord of the Mediterranean Sea. The 
Polynesians of the Austronesian stock command the farthest reach of the 
complementary Lower Sea continuum ending with the Pacific Ocean. The 
respective colonists, Sidon and the "Amorite" Riphath-Seba are grouped 
together as a narrative pair in the Sumerian text Adapa where Enki-Sidon 
instructs Adapa (Adamu-Seba) on how to fish in the sea. When Adapa is 
capsized by wind and wave, commits the ritual sin of "breaking the wing of 
the south wind." Both the fishing motif and the pairing of Sidon with the 
"Amorite" serve to confirm our hypothesis that these two members of the 
Canaanite clan colonized the points of the kindred Fish and Rider 
somewhere between the Lion of Sippar and Eastern Antelope of Gutium. As 
for the "Amorite," this is just another name of the ubiquitous Riphath-Seba- 
Tamula, father of the Dravidian Tamils and Olifat ("Riphath") of the 
Micronesians-- both belonging to the Lower Sea sphere. 

The act of "breaking the wing of the south wind" refers to the punitive 
exile of the Austronesians to the farthest reaches of the Lower Sea 
continuum beginning with the Persian Gulf where Adapa does his fishing 
beyond Enki's city of Eridu in extreme southern Sumer. In a Sumerian seal, 
Enki is depicted as seated on the sea throne of the Abzu Temple surrounded 
by a decorative stream of fish. A variation shows him in ascending mode 
with his stream-of-fish fish attribute: 


In Eanna, Meskiaggasher, the son of (the sun god) Utu reigned both 
as en and king 324-- Meskiaggasher entered the sea (and) ascended 
the mountains; Enmerkar, the son of Meskiaggasher, the king of 
Erech who had built Erech, reigned 420 years as king; Lugalbanda, 
the shepherd, reigned 1200 years; Dumuzi the fisherman, whose city 
was Kua, reigned 100 years; Gilgamesh, whose father was a nomad, 
reigned; Urnungal, the son of Gilgamesh, reigned 30 years; 
Udulkalamma, the son of Urnungal reigned 15 years; Labasher 
reigned 9 years; Ennundaranna reigned 8 years; Meshede reigned 36 
years; Melamanna reigned 6 years; Lugalkidul reigned 36 years. 
(Total) twelve kings reigned 2310 years. Erech was defeated (in 
battle), (and) its kingship carried off to Ur. 

Hallo lists the sun god Utu as the first ruler at Uruk in the first 
"generational" slot. According to Sumerian mythology, Utu was a son of the 
moon god Nanna and brother of the heaven goddess Inanna in the divine 
triad of Ur. As such Utu is Obal of the Joktanite list, son of Hadoram- 
Arphaxad-Nanna and brother of Uzal-Inanna. However there is reason to 
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believe that the name Utu, in this context, refers to the original sun god 
Japheth-Atum Re. Japheth was the actual founder of Uruk (Eanna). 
Meskiaggasher is Joktan as primary vassal of Japheth, Meshech. The text 
singles him out as an en or "lord" as well as the explorer of sea and 
mountains. One implication is that the "colonists" of the First Kish order 
were all "lords" as well as kings of Kish, en being the designation of a 
mobile colonist. 

The sea entered by Meskiaggasher was undoubtedly the Persian Gulf. 
We can inquire what mountains he ascended. A plausible explanation is that 
he voyaged the full length of the Persian Gulf into the Gulf of Oman and 
ascended the uplands of Muscat in order to place a claim to the Arabian 
Joktanite homeland affirmed in Genesis 10:30. 

The text fails to mention the Uruk-Aratta war even though Kings 
Enmerkar and Lugalbanda loom so large in accounts of that war. A 
substantial fraction of all Sumerian narrative literature deals with the three 
successive kings Enmerkar, Lugalbanda and Gilgamesh. Some may 
attribute this fact to the discovery of tablets bearing these accounts at 
Uruk. It is just as likely that Sumerians realized that much of their most 
important history was made at Uruk and in the Eanna period. A striking 
coincidence demonstrates that Lugalbanda came to be known 
"internationally" as a result of his activities at this time. East Indian 
tradition establishes the Inanna Succession by stating that Daksha I- 
Arphaxad's daughter Diti-Inanna mated with Kasyapa-Sidon and gave birth 
to Salah, their sun god Surya. A study of the Sumerian tradition suggests 
that Lugalbanda is Shem's second heir Salah and therefore the same person 
as Indian Surya. Further study of the Indian tradition reveals that Surya has 
carried the secondary name "Locabanda." The clear implication is that the 
Indians remembered Shem's second heir, not only as their own Surya but as 
a specifically Sumerian hero with a name "Lugalbanda" meaning "Younger 
King" in Sumerian but nothing but a meaningless sound in the Satem Aryan 
language of India. 

Lugalbanda's successor "Dumuzi the fisherman" is the fourth person to 
bear the name Dumuzi after Ham as Dumuzi the Shepherd, Kali as the 
female Dumuzi-abzu and her son Riphath-Seba as the male Dumuzi-abzu. 
The attribute "fisherman" calls to mind our interpretation of the Gundestrup 
Fish and Rider as a double colony east of Sippar in the First Kish period. By 
that account Dumuzi the fisherman could be either colonist, Sidon at the 
Rider or Riphath-Seba at the Fish. The image makes more sense if the 
Dumuzi the fisherman is a version of Sidon; and that explanation places in 
sequence Shem's second heir Lugalbanda-Salah, Salah's father Dumuzi the 
fisherman-Sidon and the third heir Gilgamesh-Eber-- father, grandfather 
and son. The text gives Gilgamesh a son and grandson as successors 
Urnungal and Udulkalamma, thus extending the implicit genealogy of the 
dynasty over five generations from Dumuzi the fisherman-Sidon through a 
grandson of Eber. 
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The name Urnungal appears to mean in Sumerian "Champion of the 
Great Nun," the name "Nun" referring to Noah as the Apsu figure of the 
Egyptian ogdoad of Hermopolis. As son of Gilgamesh-Eber, Urnungal 
figures to be Eber's heir Peleg; and the Sumerian name fits. When Peleg the 
Divider took power as emperor of the First Kish order, his task was to enact 
Noah's anti-Hamite will by keeping the nations separate. Peleg's zeal to 
preserve this principle after losing power at the Eanna epoch explains one 
motive for his Aratta schism. If he served as one of the later kings of the 
Eanna regime after his defeat at Aratta, it explains further why he could 
claim to have reigned continuously for ninety years as Lugalannemundu of 
the Second Kish period. He reigned for the first thirty years as "He Rules 
Them All," for part of the second as Urnungal and for the final thirty as 
Lugalannemundu king of Adab and also "King of Kish," emperor of 
Mesopotamia. His son and successor Udulkalamma falls into place as Reu- 
Sargon-Nimrod, enacting the Eanna period phase of "beginning his 
kingdom" at Erech (Uruk). 

Something is happening to the scale of Sumerian chronology in the 
Eanna list. We have just seen that Lugalannemundu's 90 years should be 
taken literally if back-extrapolated through the First Kish period. This note 
of literalism appears to take hold with Peleg's Eanna period reign as 
Urnungal, who is assigned the actual thirty years of the Eanna period 
essential to reckoning Peleg's total of ninety overall. Someone in the 
Sumerian tradition has decided to turn literal in the case of Peleg following 
his defeat at Aratta. We can only speculate on why this happens; but it 
continues to happen in part with Peleg's imperial successor Sargon and 
especially with the subsequent Gutian rulers, whose terms should all be 
taken literally. 


In Ur Mesannepadda reigned 80 years as king; Meskiagnunna, the 
son of Mesannepadda, reigned 36 years as king; Elulu reigned 25 
years; Balulu reigned 36 years. (Total) four kings reigned 177 years. 
Ur was defeated (in battle) (and) its kingship carried off to Awan. 

At this point the King List enters a new stage. Up to this point we have 
seen "dynasties" confined to thirty years but asserting vast multiples of that 
duration. Beginning with First Ur we enter a period in which twelve of 
these "dynasties" consume no more than thirty years from the end of the 
Eanna period to the start of the Sargonic period. Hallo recognizes that 
many of the dynasties are contemporaneous but continues to apply his eight 
"generations" to the data. If these "generations are reduced to about three 
years each, Hallo and I are in agreement from First Kish forward; but that 
obviously is not what Hallo intends. Contemporaneity apples to all twelve of 
the dynasties except where the process returns to the same locations as in 
the case of First and Second Ur and Second, Third and Fourth Kish. In this 
case the "dynasties" consume only parts of the period from 2278 to 2248. 
Early in the twentieth century, scholars attributed grandeur to high 
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antiquity, forgetting that chronological brevity implies power in physics 
and, in some cases, in politics. Over the twelve "dynasties" in this part of 
the king list, the Sumerian nation came into existence before being 
conquered by the East Semites of Agade owing to conflict between the early 
Postdiluvians Shem and his fifth heir Reu-Nimrod-Sargon. 

Arphaxad I and his son Obal are so firmly entrenched at Ur as the gods 
Nanna and Utu that it is reasonable to assume that they are also the first 
two kings of First Ur, Mesannepadda and his son Meskiagnunna. 


(in Awan there were three kings who reigned 356 years, but their 
names are destroyed in large part; the text then continues:) Awan 
was defeated (in battle), (and) its kingship was carried off to Kish. 

Fortunately Hallo provides a full list of eight names for the rulers in this 
period, which he labels "Dynasty III." The first of these kings, Peli, is a 
transparent version of Peleg reigning at Elamite Awan previous to his 
Sumerian reign as Lugalannemundu at Adab. If Elam was inhabited by 
Elamo-Dravidians and other Asian blacks at this time, it makes sense that 
the black Andamanese gained their knowledge of Puluga at this time and 
attached to him the Aratta schism of the period just concluded in 2278. 
Peleg must have told them that his only reason for withdrawing half the 
world to the northeast was overpopulation in Mesopotamia. 

The second king at Awan, Tata, is an Elamite version of Shem, bearing 
an unvoiced version of the name Dada, alternative to his identity as the 
Syrian storm god Adad equivalent to Aliyan Bal, storm god of Ugarit on the 
Syrian coast. The Tata Mongols or "Tatars" are charter members of the 
Altaic linguistic stock originally formed by Noah according to the Anship of 
El Elyon. Noah appears as the central figure of Altaic tradition under the 
name Kudai Bai Ulgon. This figure's sons combine Noah's antediluvian sons 
with the postdiluvian Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah. Black Riphath 
takes the appropriate name Kara Khan, "Black Prince." Togarmah is 
Pyrshak Khan, a name that accounts for his name Birsha, king of Gomorrah, 
in the Abrahamic war narrative of Genesis 14. Togarmah and Ham were full 
brothers as sons of Noah and red Mahadevi-Havilah. They appear 
contemporaneously as kings of the notorious Sodom and Gomorrah-- Bera 
and Birsha-- in that narrative. Shem's name among the sons of Kudai Bai 
Ulgon is Tos Khan, "Prince of White Horses." Japheth takes the name 
Suilap, the apparent source of the names Suiones (Swedes) and Lapps of 
North Teutonic and Uralic Scandinavia. 

The presence of the Altaic name Tata at Awan suggests that the Awan 
regime served as capital of entire half world of Aratta now inhabiting 
various colonies in Iran. As a condition of his surrender, Peleg ordered 
these followers to migrate from Aratta to these Iranian colonies. These 
migrations were accomplished over the interval from the end of the Uruk- 
Aratta war in 2296 to the start of the Dynasty III period and Peleg's reign at 
Awan in 2278. Each of the kings of Awan named by Hallo then conferred 
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legitimacy on eight linguistic stocks as represented among the Aratta 
schismatics as follows: Peli (Peleg), Austronesians and Asian blacks; Tata 
(Shem), Altaics; Ukkutahesh (Noah), Uralic branch of the of the Sumerian 
stock; Hishur (Gether), Aratta Semites; Shushuntarana (Arphaxad _I- 
Taranis), Sino-Tibetans; Napilhush (Cush), Hamites and black Africans; 
Kikku-siwe-tempti, Amerindians; and Luh-ishan (Japheth-Lugh), Centum 
branch of the Indo-Europeans. The Iranian colonies were forerunners of 
exilic colonies in Arabia, then India and finally the ends of the earth. 

In each successive era from this period forward, the Aratta exiles made 
their way to different parts of the earth. They remained in Iran from 2278 to 
2248. In the first Sargonic era, they migrated to Arabia except that the 
Centum Indo-Europeans and Africans under Cush broke away to support 
Shem-Lugalzaggesi and migrated with him to the Aegean to wage the 
Aegean war against Sargon between 2233 and 2222. In the second 
Sargonic period, the remaining Aratta exiles were carried by ships of the 
Akkadian Lower Sea fleet to India where they inhabited various locations 
along the Ganges from 2218 to 2188. Over the next sixty years they 
colonized the ends of the earth; so the exilic plan for the "blood of Kingu" 
was completed by 2128. Significantly Peleg died in the year 2278, 
suggesting that he was executed as the Marduk Epic states as a ritual step 
in Marduk's "creation of the world." Meanwhile Marduk himself-- the 
patriarch Salah-- was reigning in Egypt as King Djoser and building the 
foundational Step Pyramid to celebrate the Noachic generations needed to 
create the world from the elite top down to the popular base: 

This work consists of six tiers. The sixth generation of Noah brought 
Peleg the Divider, Salah-Djoser's grandson and the man responsible for 
keeping the nations divided after the Tower of Babel. Another way to view 
the six steps is that six primary linguistic stocks submitted to the Elamite 
plan of colonial exile after the Centum Indo-Europeans and Africans 
followed Shem-Lugalzaggesi to the Aegean. Still the design basically 
represents a sequence of generations from an elite few at the top to the 
common world below. 

Noah reigned both as Ukkutahesh of Awan and Sumerian Ukush, father 
of Shem-Lugalzaggesi, in this period early and late. The Uralic Finns knew 
Noah as their forest god Ukko, cognate to both names. The ethnic label 
"Finn" was owing to confusion between the Finns and another Baltic tribe, 
the Phinni. Their actual name in antiquity was the Sitones from Siton, a 
variant name of Ugaritic Dagon, father of Aliyan-Bal-Shem and his sister- 
wife Anath-Hamath. 

The Elamite city Awan was named for Gomer's son Javan pronounced 
"Yawan." A fundamental reason why the Javanites were executed along with 
six sons of Ham in 2181 is in retribution for their having been recruitment 
officers of the Aratta schism after 2308. If we add the execution of Peleg 
three years later in 2178, the eleven victims emerge as recruiters from each 
of the eleven colonies of the First Kish order at the time it was being 
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superseded by the Eanna regime of 2308. The four Javanites recruited 
Aratta converts from colonies outside Mesopotamia: Tarshish in Syro- 
Phoenicia (Western Antelope); Kittim from Gutium, where Amerindians 
were located owing to Mahadevi's primary claim to that land; and Elishah 
and Rodan- from the Fish and Rider. The six sons of Ham took recruits from 
six of the remaining colonies: Canaan from Semitic Martu (Uz); Mizraim- 
Aka, from his city Kish; Cush-Enlil, from the seat of Enlil, Nippur; and Put 
from the Serpent of the Lower Euphrates in Sumer. The two Titan sons not 
recorded in Genesis 10:6, Coeus and Creus, recruited from the two Ram- 
lion cities Umma and Lagash. Amerindians from Mahadevi's Lagash took 
the important tribe name "Cree" from Creus. 


In Kish . .. . reigned(more than) 201 years as king; Dadasig 
reigned .... years; Mamagal reigned 420 years; Kalbum, the son of 
Mamagal, reigned 132 years; Tuge reigned 360 years; Mennunna 
reigned 180 years; Lugalmu reigned 420 years; Ibbi-Ea 290 years. 
(Total) eight kings reigned 3195 years. Kish was defeated (in battle), 
(and) its kingship carried off to Hamazi. 

This "dynasty" of Second Kish includes Shem under the name Dadasig. 
Despite efforts to explain this name as a Sumerian word meaning 
"drumstick," it represents a compound of Semitic and Indo-European names 
of Shem as storm god, Dada, the variant of Syrian Adad, and Sig, the Eddic 
(Icelandic) variant of Teutonic storm god Thor. Shem was to Kish what 
Japheth was to Uruk-- the founder in the period 2368-2338. Here, after 
2278, Shem has already reigned as Tata of Awan and will reappear as 
Lugalzaggesi of Umma toward the end of the era. In typical early 
postdiluvian fashion, he has transferred from Elam to Akkad and Sumer in 
order to establish himself as ruler at three different cities. Shem's "Stag 
Nature" panel, appearing on the title page above, depicts him as holding 
two stags representing his twin command of Semites and Indo-Europeans 
as a result of Noah's blessing of Genesis 9:26. In the Dynasty III period 
Shem still commanded the Semites but soon lost that control at the rise of 
Sargon-Nimrod in 2244. The name Dadasig implies that he was attempting 
to consolidate his power over the two stocks at Kish, the city he founded 
immediately before Ham's Tower of Babel fiasco. 

His first two successors at Second Kish, Mamagal and son Kalbum 
figure to be Shem's old enemies Canaan and Sidon, poised to become his 
friends in the "Olympian" reaction against Sargon's tyranny. Canaan's name 
Mamagal is conceivably a corruption of "Mahagal," combining the Indian 
and Sumerian words for "great." We have seen Indian-Sumerian interplay in 
the case of Locabanda-Lugalbanda. The name Kalbum suggests a Sumerian 
version of Sidon's Semitic and Indian titles Karibu and Kasyapa, meaning 
"Enthroned." To this extent Second Kish represents a revival of the First 
Kish order. Unfortunately the founder of the dynasty's name is illegible. It 
might have been a version of Canaan's father Ham. Tuge is most likely 
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Ham's Postdiluvian full brother Togarmah. A Semitic trend is clearly 
evident in the name Ibbi-Ea where where Ea is the East Semitic version of 
Sidon's Sumerian god name Enki. 

The total of eight kings suggests that the Second Kish group is another 
representation of the Noachic ogdoad as at Awan. To confirm this theory we 
have to identify the last three kings-- Mennunna, Lugalmu and Ibbi-Ea. This 
last name hints at Sidon's grandson Eber now bearing a name in Semitic 
form consistent with Hebrew tradition. Genesis 10:21 establishes Eber's 
close association with Shem in keeping with this Dynasty Three regime in 
which Shem still controlled the Semitic stock. The verse reads, "And 
children were also born to Shem, the father of all the children of Eber." As 
the blessed son of Noah, Shem possessed spiritual importance despite 
being a fully formed Gentile like Noah himself. Whatever his spiritual 
condition, Shem was obliged to work with cursed Canaan and accept 
Sidon's progeny as his own imperial heirs. The Song of Kumarbi affirms that 
he came to resent this state of affairs; but this resentment did not keep him 
from sharing in the Second Kish regime and its mandate between 2278 and 
2248. Sumerian Kish remained Shem's city until it was wrested from him by 
Sargon-Nimrod. 

A duplication of the ogdoad of Awan at Second Kish is superfluous 
unless we posit a division of labors between colonists at Awan and 
correlative clan heads at the imperial capital of Kish. Unfortunately for this 
theory there is no basis for identifying Mennunna and Lugalmu. That is 
often the case when there are no genealogical relationships. Later we will 
suggest, however, that Mennunna represents Ham's son Mizraim as 
Dynasty III version of Aka-Mizraim. 


In Hamazi Hadanish reigned 360 years. (Total) one king reigned 360 
years. Hamazi was defeated, and its kingship carried off to Erech. 
Hamazi was located somewhere east of Subir-Assyria. Despite the 
brevity of this entry, a hypothesis is possible. Iran was the region where the 
defeated half world of Aratta was being kept pending further exile. 
According to the Egyptian myth of conflict between Horus and Seth, the 
distinction between Upper and Lower (North) Egyptians was rooted in the 
Uruk-Aratta war. In other words some white Hamites joined the Aratta 
schism and were destined to reach Upper (South) Egypt from the Lower 
Sea. At every point we discover that white Egyptians of both kinds were 
sourced in Japheth. Hallo reads the name Hadanish as "Hatanish." That 
name can be read as a Sumerian attempt to render the Egyptian title 
"Aten," meaning the solar disc. Aten Re is a variant of Re-Harakhte, the 
version of Japheth whose solar reign was said to have begun 336 years 
before the Uruk-Aratta war. Elsewhere in Egyptian tradition, the same war 
was celebrated in a ritual applied to the conflict between aboriginal cities 
named Dep and Pe. Given the importance of Upper (South) Egyptian origins 
in failed Aratta, it makes sense that Japheth should have taken 
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responsibility for them at Hamazi before taking responsibility for Centum 
Aryans as Luh-ishan at Awan. 


In Erech.... reigned 60 years as king; Lugalure reigned 120 years; 
Argandea reigned 7 years. (Total) three kings reigned 187 years. 
Erech was defeated and its kingship carried off to Ur. 

We notice that second dynasties at Kish, Uruk and Ur have followed the 
Same sequence as the first dynasties at these three cities. First comes the 
city of Shem (Kish), then the city of Japheth (Uruk) and third the city (Ur) of 
Shem's wife Durga, who bears the same name "Sheba" in the Joktanite list 
as Japheth bears in the Cushite list. Clearly this systematic pattern is 
loaded with meaning. 

At Japheth's Second Uruk, his firstborn Gomer appears under the name 
Lugalure and Gomer's first vassal Ashkenaz under the name Argandea. The 
name Lugalure offers a Sumerian origin of Gomer's insular Celtic name 
Llyr; and the same name appears as complement to Awan as the ethnic 
Lurs of Luristan on the northern border of Elam. Ashkenaz-Argandea 
appears repeatedly as a Gutian named Iarlaganda or Yarlagan. The root 
"Ganda" appears again in a variant of the all-important Dakotan Wakan- 
Tanka--- Wakanda. An echo of the pairing of Lugalure and Argandea occurs 
in the Alur and Aranda tribes of native Australia. Study of the DNA of these 
Australian tribes will show affinity to the Welsh of Celtic Britain. There is a 
profound facial similarity between certain Aranda tribe members and 
persons of Welsh ancestry. An early study of blood type ratios in native 
Australia has revealed a ratio similar to the one observed in Wales. The 
traditional Welsh name Cymru is cognate with "Gomer." 

The illegible founder of Second Uruk is probably another version of the 
founder Japheth grouped together with his first son Gomer and first sub- 
vassal Ashkenaz. Thus the Dynasty III period has shown a restoration 
pattern in which Shem-Dadasig accomplishes at Kish what Japheth 
accomplishes at Uruk. The triad of Japheth, Gomer and Ashkenaz-- if that is 
the case-- offers a streamlined version of the Japhethite section of Genesis 
10 immediately after Japheth has formed the Upper (South) Egyptian 
protoplast at Hamazi. 


In Ur (the names of the rulers of the Second Dynasty of Ur, who are 
four in number and probably reigned 116 years, are destroyed). Ur 
was defeated, (and) its kingship was carried off to Adab. 

An attractive possibility is that these four rulers are the divine family of 
Ur expanded to four in the heart of the Joktanite list: Hadoram-Arphaxad I- 
Nanna, Uzal-Inanna, Obal-Utu§ and Diklah-Salah-Marduk (Sumerian 
Asalluhe). If so the four have gathered at Ur as preliminary to undertaking 
the expedition to Arabia in the first Sargonic period 2248-2218. Each of the 
four will take charge of one of the stocks gathered in Iran. Hadoram will 
adopt his own race, the Sino-Tibetans. Relationships between the other 
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three and Austronesians, Altaics and Amerindians have not yet been 
established; and of course the identities of the rulers of Second Ur are only 
conjectural. 


In Adab Lugalannemundu reigned 90 years as king. (Total) one king. 
Adab was defeated (and) its kingship carried off to Mari. 

As stated already, Lugalannemundu's 90 years should be taken literally 
if back extrapolated to the beginning of the First Kish era in 2338 and 
extended down to the close of the Dynasty HI era in 2248. Peleg has 
reigned in three successive eras under the names "He Rules Them All," 
Urnungal and now Lugalannemundu. Aside from his kingship at Adab, this 
ruler received the title "King of Kish," meaning emperor of Mesopotamia-- a 
meaning passed on to his Genesis 11 heir Reu, the Emperor Sargon- 
Nimrod. As emperor, Lugalannemundu left an all-important inscription 
claiming to reign over eight regions. These happen to be the same regions 
claimed by Noah's diluvian family within thirty years after the Flood. 
Kramer summarizes the eight regions as follows: 

When the temple was completed, our document continues, 
Lugalannemundu dedicated it to the goddess [Nintu] with sacrifices of 
"seven times seven" fatted oxen and fatted sheep, and the viziers of "Cedar 
Mountain Land," Elam, Marhashi, Gutium, Subir, Martu (Uz), Sutium 
[Akkad], and Eanna (the old name of the kingdom of Erech) came with 
sacrifices to the Adab temple in order to participate in the celebration (The 
Sumerian, 51). 

Kramer goes on to state that the extent of these lands demonstrates 
that Lugalannemundu was "one of the more powerful and dynamic rulers of 
Sumer." He locates "Cedar Mountain" Land, Elam, Marhashi and Gutium in 
the east; Subir in the north; Martu (Uz) in the west, and Sutium and Eanna 
in the center and south. I take the liberty of locating either "Cedar 
Mountain" Land or Marhashi in the northwest in Syria as the land of 
Japheth's claim, second after Noah's Subir on the northern Upper Tigris. In 
any case Peleg has now associated his temple at Adab with a traditional 
summation of lands defined much earlier than his First Kish order of the 
24th century. 


In Mari Ilshu reigned 30 years as king; .. . the son of Ilshu reigned 
17 years; ... reigned thirty years; ... reigned 30 years; ... reigned 
20 years; ... reigned 30 years; ... reigned 9 years. (Total) six kings 
reigned 136 years. Mari was defeated (and) its kingship carried off 
to Kish. 

Mari was a Semitic city on the Euphrates intermediate between Akkad 
to the south and Jebel el Bishri-- "Mountain of the Amorites" to the 
northwest. In all likelihood the six kings of Mari were the six sons of Ham 
gathered at Mari preliminary to the service of Ham and the four sons of 
Genesis 10:6 as "Ocean Dragon Kings" on the coasts of Arabia in the first 
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Sargonic era. The three reigns of 30 years all refer to the thirty-year era of 
Dynasty III now under review-- 2278-2248. 

The regime at Mari represents a stage in Nimrod's unfolding Semitic 
conquest of Mesopotamia. To appreciate the significance of that conquest, 
we must turn to a decision taken by the Noachic Council at the close of the 
Uruk-Aratta war in 2296. To achieve stability, the Council decided to divide 
the world three ways according to the three antediluvian sons of Noah. In 
this sense the text of Genesis 10, with its Japhethite, Hamite, and Shemite 
sections, documents this postwar order of the Eanna period. According to 
the decision three languages would become linguae francae in three zones 
of the earth: Semitic in the realm of the Upper Sea-Mediterranean, Indo- 
European in Iran and the Scythian lands north of the Caspian in the original 
region of the antediluvian Indo-European stock; and Sumerian, the realm of 
the Lower Sea-Persian Gulf. 

This design was partly subverted by Nimrod-Sargon's conquest of 
Mesopotamia, undertaken in conspiratorial fashion without the agreement 
of the Noachic Council. The Semitic presence in the Mediterranean shrank 
to little more than the Punic colonies in North Africa and Spain. Nimrod 
forced Shem in 2244 to abandon Sumer and accept the Mediterranean in 
exchange for Mesopotamia. The Sumerian language failed to spread into 
the realm of the Lower Sea; and Sumer became nothing but an ancient 
nation eventually absorbed into the Semitic Middle East. The Satem Indo- 
Europeans retained control of the Iranian, Scythian and Slavic lands 
reserved for them. 

The Semitic conquest took place in discrete stages defined by four 
Noachic eras between 2308 and 2188. It corresponds to the empire of 
Nimrod-Asshur outlined in Genesis 10:10-11. In the postwar Eanna period, 
the Semites remained largely confined to Martu (Uz) and a section of the 
Euphrates near Jebel el Bishri. In the Dynasty III period we find them 
advancing down the Euphrates to Mari under the leadership of Ham, 
original creator of the Postdiluvian Semitic stock and claimant to the land of 
Martu (Uz). Obviously Martu (Uz), with its Syrian desert and population 
that ate raw meat, was undesirable compared to Mesopotamia originally 
claimed by Shem and Uma. Nimrod's conspiratorial conquest fed on the 
desire of the Semites to inhabit the richer land of the two great rivers 
rather than the largely unknown realm of the Mediterranean beyond the 
desert land of Martu (Uz). In the first Sargonic era, Nimrod seized Akkad 
and Sumer from his East Semitic capital of Agade in Akkad. In the second 
era, he carried out the conquest of Noah's Subir on the Tigris, converting it 
into East Semitic Assyria. 

In the Egyptian Great Ennead, Shu is a god of the air equivalent to 
Sumerian Enlil, the Elohim principle proper to the Semitic linguistic stock. 
In Ham's family Cush was the chief priest of the Enlilship. The name Ilshu, 
therefore, probably refers to Cush; and his "son" and successor is actually 
his brother Mizraim. Otherwise the name Ilshu could represent Ham as 
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presumed head of the Semitic linguistic stock; and Cush, the son and 
SUCCESSOT. 


In Kish Ku-Bau, the innkeeper, she who made firm the foundations 
of Kish, reigned 100 years as "king." (Total) one king reigned 100 
years. Kish was defeated, (and) its kingship carried off to Akshak. 

Whoever Ku-Bau was, the goddess Bau calls for comment. She was the 
chief goddess of Umma and the wife of Ningirsu, the chief god of Lagash. 
That marriage served to reconcile the two cities of the opposed Ram-lions--- 
Umma and Lagash. Distinct from Sumerian versions of the Mahadevi tetrad 
such as Ningal and Ereshkigal, Bau figures to have been one of the 
daughters of Noah and complementary to the two daughters who married 
their brothers in the last generation of the Egyptian Great Ennead-- Seth- 
Shem and Nephthys (Bal and Anath) and Seba-Osiris and Isis (Shiva and 
Parvati). Nephthys is the East Indian Saraswati, wife of Shem-Brahma. She 
appears in the Canaanite list as the "Hamathite" and in the Mizraim list as 
the "Naphtuhim," a cognate to her Egyptian name Nephthys. 

In addition to the two sibling wives, the Indian tradition names the 
other two daughters of Noah Lakshmi and Ganga. Bau figures to have been 
the Sumerian Ganga, daughter of Noah and Mahadevi and therefore a full 
sister to Ham and Togarmah. The name Bau turns up in a part of the world 
systematically aligned with major representations of Ham and Togarmah. 
Ham's Amorite name Hanu accounts for the Han of southern China; the 
name "Togarmah," for the Tocharians of Sinkiang Province; and Bau, for the 
Bautae, a classical name applied to the Tibetans. In this context Ningirsu- 
Ninurta's divine marriage to Bau emerges as complement to the two sibling 
marriages of the Great Ennead. In other words high importance was 
attached to marriages of the four daughters of Noah by the Mahadevi 
tetrad. In the fourth case, Lakshmi married the god Vishnu, Noah's son 
Ashkenaz, making this a marriage of half-siblings. 

The males involved in these four marriages acquired lofty status from 
them. Three of the males-- Shem-Brahma, Ashkenaz-Vishnu and Seba- 
Shiva-- make up the Hindu Trimurti as the three greatest of the gods. 
Consequently Ningirsu-Nimrod's marriage with Bau-Ganga raised him to a 
comparable height and helped prepare the way for his takeover of 
Mesopotamia in 2244. The Indian version of Nimrod, Varuna, hardly ranks 
as high as the Trimurti in Hinduism but ranked relatively high in earlier 
Aryan times. Further study of the Bau-Ningirsu tradition will no doubt 
reveal more about Sargon's rise to power. One fact is plain enough. Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi destroyed the Ningirsu cultus at Lagash in order to bring 
Bau's husband down from this height. 

What marriages with Noah's daughters conferred on the four men was 
shares of the earth at different distances from Mesopotamia. This reality is 
reflected in the Indian tradition of the three strides of Vishnu. In his third, 
"invisible" stride Vishnu-Ashkenaz gained control of North America where 


181 


he planted sixteen colonies as Wakan-Tanka of the Dakotans. Except for the 
usurpation of 2244 Nimrod would have taken control of Europe. Seba-Osiris 
gained control of Egypt at a "single stride" from Mesopotamia. Shem should 
have made good on his original claim to Akkad by taking charge of 
Mesopotamia but was forced to replace Nimrod in Europe, leaving 
Mesopotamia in the hands of Nimrod-Sargon. In securing this privilege, 
Nimrod may have claimed that his marriage to Bau-Zemar-Ganga took 
precedence over the other marriages because she was the daughter of 
Noah's diluvian wife Mahadevi. 


In Akshak Unzi reigned 30 years as king; Undalulu reigned 12 years; 
Urur (perhaps to be read Zuzu) reigned 6 years; Puzur-Nirah 24 
years; Shu-Sin the son of Ishu-Il, reigned 7 years. (Total) six kings 
reigned 99 years. Akshak was defeated (and) its kingship carried off 
to Kish. 

Although Akshak lay well within the Sumerian sphere, it displays a 
further incursion of Semitic names with Shu-Sin and Ishu-Il as though these 
rulers had come from Mari. Ironically L. A. Waddell sees Akshak as a point 
of entrance for Indo-Europeans in working out his mistaken but productive 
anti-Semitic theory of civilization. The reason his false theory works is that 
by seeking for Aryan leaders everywhere he has stumbled on Noachic 
leaders everywhere. The master race were not Indo-Europeans but the 
elite, long-lived elders of an expanding world population. Waddell believes 
that Akshak was the first city of his Aryan-Sumerian civilization, that is, the 
seat of the Sumerians’ first king. He prefers the name "Ukhu" or "Hawk 
City": 

“The name "Ukhu City" is given in bilingual glossaries the synonyms of 
Kieshi or Kiessa, with the Semitic values of Keshu, Akshak and Upé. In the 
latter form it was obviously the Babylonian name for the city of Opis on the 
Tigris to the north of Babylon, celebrated by Xenophon in the March of the 
Ten Thousand, hence the capital of this dynasty now disclosed as the First 
Sumerian Dynasty, has hitherto been placed in southern Assyria.” (Makers 
of Civilization in Race and History, 71) 

Kramer's version of the Sumerian King List flatly contradicts Waddell's 
theory by placing the dynasty of Akshak well down in the chronological 
sequence of dynasties; but then nothing has been said about the origin of 
Akshak or the identity of its ruler. The name Upe given by Waddell evokes 
the Egyptian Pe, a mythological city celebrated in the annual ritual of the 
war of Dep and Pe. 

If Akshak compared in antiquity with the cities of Sumer, it must have 
corresponded either to a colony in the First Kish order or to one created in 
the Eanna period of the Uruk-Aratta war. The name Upeé or Pe suggests the 
involvement of one of the proto-Egyptian communities of the First Kish 
order either at Sippar, Umma or Lagash. As for the Semitic element at 
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Akshak, Hamites and Semites formed the griffin armies of the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict; so both stocks might be expected to have played a role in the 
overall history of Akshak. 

With its Semitic king or kings, Akshak figures as a complement to Mari. 
The two cities pose a distinct possibility. At the close of the Uruk-Aratta 
war, victorious griffin armies consisted of Semitic (avian) and Hamitic 
(leonine) populations. Logically the Semites settled at Mari and the Hamites 
at Akshak. The Hamites adopted the name Upe because of the Hamitic 
origin of "Dep and Pe." There is no reason to believe that the conflict of Dep 
and Pe was synonymous with the war of Horus and Seth-- the Egyptian 
version of the Uruk-Aratta war. On the contrary the annual ritual of Dep 
and Pe suggests that it referred to the opposed Ram-lion communities at 
Umma and Lagash in the First Kish period. The ritual required symbolic 
combatants to stand on one leg and fight with sticks. The one-leg stance 
serves to represent how Hamitic populations were divided between Umma 
and Lagash according to the rival claims of Ham's mother Mahadevi at 
Lagash and Shem's mother Uma at Umma. The two Egyptian factions were 
reconciled by the threat of Aratta and colonized Akshak after the war 
between 2296 and 2278. 

Although the names of the rulers at Akshak offer no plausible cognates, 
it is possible to reason from their six-fold number, especially because the 
opening ruler Unzi is said to have reigned 30 years as though to outline the 
whole era. We have suggested that Mari was ruled by the six sons of Ham 
in order to reestablish his ancestral claim to the Semitic stock prior to 
leading his sons to Arabia to serve as Ocean Dragon Kings. The same logic 
applies to Akshak where the same six sons can be identified as the six 
rulers there. Once again the four sons of Genesis 10:6 expand to the six 
Titan sons of Uranus in Hellenic tradition and the six sons of the matching 
heaven god Rangi in Polynesian tradition. It is a fact to reckon with that the 
Sumerian King List assigns just six kings to both Mari and Akshak. 
Furthermore the dynasties of Mari and Akshak occur almost in sequence, 
interrupted only by the single reign of Ku-Bau at imperial Kish. 


In Kish, Puzur-Sin, the son of Ku-Bau, reigned 25 years as King; Ur- 
Zababa, the son of Puzur-Sin, reigned 400 years. Simudarra reigned 
30 years; Usiwitar, the son of Simudarra, reigned 7 years; Ishtar- 
muti reigned 11 years; Ishme-Shamash reigned 11 years; Nannia, 
the stone-worker, reigned 7 years. (Total) seven kings reigned 491 
years. Kish was defeated (and) its kingship carried off to Erech. 

Here we find Semitic names invading Shem's city Kish in the fourth 
"dynasty" of that city. The Semitic incursion has worked its way from Mari 
to Akshak to Kish. Ishtar is the Semitic name of Sumerian Inanna and 
Shamash the Semitic name of Inanna's brother Utu. For that matter Sin is 
the Semitic name for the moon god Nanna, father of Inanna-Ishtar and Utu- 
Shamash. Whoever these kings of Fourth Kish are, they have come 
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equipped to honor the divine triad of Ur with Semitic names as though to 
say that Semites have come, not to destroy, but to reaffirm the Sumerian 
tradition. 

Genetic relationships exist at three points: Puzur-Sin is the son of 
female Ku-Bau of Third Kish; Ur-Zababa, the son of Puzur-Sin; and Ishtar- 
muti, the son of Simudarra. Furthermore the name Puzur-Sin reappears in 
the Guti dynasty as a son of Hablum, a probable Sumerian-Gutian form of 
Ham's ancestral name Havilah. In similar fashion Bran-Javan appears under 
the Gutian name Ibranum. If we identify Hablum with Ham and take the 
sonship of Gutian Puzur-Sin to be genetic, Puzur-Sin emerges as a son of 
Ham with a name comparable to Ham's Genesis 10:6 son Put. Ku-Bau 
becomes the great Sumerian matriarch Uma as diluvian wife of Ham and 
mother of both Put and Canaan. In this case the king Ur-Zababa brings the 
line of Ham into a second generation through Put; and_ this king is 
identified as a first cousin of Sidon son of Canaan. An alternative is that 
Puzur-Sin represents Uma's son Shem. 

In short the dynasty of Fourth Kish appears to be a variation of those of 
Mari and Akshak as Ham's family continues to move southward preliminary 
to the roles assigned them in Arabia after 2248. By taking command of 
Kish, they have returned to the land of Ham's Tower of Babel fiasco. Shem 
founded Kish in sequence just before Ham attempted to found Babel. The 
two locations were not far apart and not far from Sargon's imminent capital 
at Agade. The memorializing implications of this re-entrance of Akkad may 
be reflected in the terms assigned to these rulers. Aside from the usual 30- 
year reign (Simudarra's) silently acknowledging the thirty-year term 
governing all twelve of these "dynasties," the stated total of 491 years is 
suggestive. The total is made up of Ur-Zababa's 400 years and the 
cumulative 91 of the rest of the group. That 91 can be taken as equivalent 
to Lugalannemundu's 90 and extend back as his does from the end of the 
era in 2248 to 2338 (or 2339 in the case of 91 years). 

A back extrapolation of 400 years from 2248 indicates a point in 2648, 
130 years before the Flood and a decade before the Ark-building enterprise 
began. We have seen that the Re-Harakhte tradition of Egypt dates the war 
of Horus and Seth (Uruk-Aratta war) back 336 years from 2302 to 120 
years before the Flood when the project began. If proto-Egyptians brought 
that concept with them to Akshak and/or Mari, they may have shared it with 
the rulers of Fourth Kish. The concept would be more convincing if the 400 
years had been 390 resulting in a back extrapolation ending in the same 
year 120 years before the Flood (2638). Symbolic systems of this sort do not 
carry much credence without precision. But our belief that twelve 
"dynasties" of the Sumerian King List are twelve sets of Noachic elite at 
work within a thirty-year period means that chronology was _ being 
manipulated at the Sumerian source. In such a culture, we expect to find 
cryptic symbols of the sort that appealed to Sidon-Enki, the world-building 
mystic. 
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Assuming that Fourth Kish marked a third step in the advance of Ham's 
family into Mesopotamia, Ishtar-muti and Ishme-Shamash fall readily into 
line as Semitized versions of Ham and Cush. In the tradition common to the 
Hellenes and Polynesians, Ham is the heaven Titan Uranus and heaven god 
Rangi, who declared "I must be lifted up." The name Ishtar-muti not only 
honors Ishtar-Inanna but associates this ruler with her command of the sky 
principle as "Queen of Heaven." As Ishme-Shamash Cush is the Hellenic sun 
Titan Hyperion father of the personified sun Helios, a version of Nimrod. 
Ham's fiasco at Babel had not only attempted to reduce the world to a 
single language but also depended on building a temple there to the heaven 
god An. In returning to the same land, Ham sought to re-establish his 
command of the Anship. In fact it is not clear that Ham and his sons had 
already accepted the plan to serve as Ocean Dragon Kings over five penal 
colonies on the coasts of Arabia. They may well have been attempting to 
take command of Mesopotamia under such names as Ishtar-muti and Ishme- 
Shamash. If so three separate powers were contending for the control of 
Mesopotamia at the epoch of 2248: Ham's family, Shem as the original 
claimant to Akkad and iconoclast Lugalzaggesi; and Shem's fifth heir 
Sargon-Nimrod, armed with the divine right implied by Ningirsu's marriage 
to Bau. 

If we conceive of Simudarra as another son of Ham, his son Usiwitar 
carries the line of Ham into another second generation cousin of Sidon. 
Mizraim had ready established his name as Aka at Kish in the previous 
period. Process of elimination identifies Simudarra with the patriarch 
Canaan, assuming that the extra-biblical sons Coeus and Creus were 
functioning elsewhere. We have suggested that Coeus, god of the Khoisans, 
identifies with the priest Urukagina at Lagash in this period. We will soon 
see how Lagash figured in the present Dynasty III period despite its 
deliberate exclusion from the King List. The hypothetical identification of 
Simudarra with Canaan can be reinforced at one point. According to the 
Andamanese, Puluga left half the world in the hands of a figure named 
Darya. Instead of equating this Darya with the legitimate Eanna regime at 
Uruk, the logic of the myth suggests that Darya was an ally to Puluga-Kingu 
sympathetic to the cause of Aratta. That is how the sons of Ham incurred 
the guilt resulting in their executions in 2181. Since Ham's son Mizraim 
served as his successor Aka at Kish, Simudarra figures to have been 
another of Ham's sons at Uruk or near enough to it to pose a threat to the 
Eanna regime. Both the Polynesian and Aztec traditions interpret Canaan as 
a god of war-- Tu-matuenga and Huitzilopochtli. The same is probably true 
of the Teutonic war god Tue. 

In short the sons of Ham had been enemies of the Eanna regime and 
were returning to Mesopotamia via Mari, Akshak and Fourth Kish in order 
to recover their own claim to the heartland dating from the time they 
attempted to make Babel their capital. They needed popular recruits to 
make good on this design and acquired these from the Semitic-Hamitic 
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warriors of the griffin armies who had served Uruk against Aratta. In other 
words they converted these "Afro-Asians" by appealing to the high antiquity 
of Ham's ancestral claim to the Semites and his Noachic claim to the 
Hamites bound for Egypt. Ham, Shem and Sargon-Nimrod were now 
contending for imperial power at the head of different ethnic followers. 
Everything broke into the open at the next epoch in 2248. 

Significantly Ishme-Shamash is not given a son and heir like Puzur-Sin 
and Simudarra. That means that Cush's son Nimrod was _ already 
functioning independently of his father at Kish. He had already made his 
headquarters in nearby Agade. To interpret what follows requires an 
analysis of what ethnic groups remained in Mesopotamia at this time as 
popular heirs of the victory over Aratta. This analysis cannot be complete 
without discussing the powerful regime at Lagash missing from the 
Sumerian King List because of political prejudice. 

The founder of the Lagashite dynasty was Ur-Nanshe, Canaan's son and 
Sidon's brother Heth. Hallo carefully outlines his successors in Figure 9 of 
The Ancient Near East showing the whole sweep of rulers in the Dynasty III 
period including the regimes at Awan, Kish, Adab, Mari, Uruk and Ur 
(combined), Umma and Akshak. Furthermore Ur-Nanshe has left behind an 
artifact, The Ur-Nanshe Plaque, displaying him as a temple builder and 
father of five sons. Waddell makes a great deal of this artifact by identifying 
the sons and their titles with the East Indian sons of Haryashwa, assumed 
to be the same person as Ur-Nanshe. He attributes to this ruler the first 
step in colonizing the Indus Valley by sea. Thus the Lagashites pioneered 
the process which would colonize the coasts of Arabia by sea in the reign of 
Sargon. At the same time Kramer cites a good deal of recorded history 
concerning the conflict between Lagash and its neighboring city states in 
the Dynasty III period. 

The alienation of Lagash from the rest of Sumer is consistent with its 
founding by Mahadevi-Tiamat, leader of the Aratta cause together with her 
son Peleg-Kingu. Heth-Ur-Nanshe was her son by Canaan. The force which 
his successor Eannatum wielded consisted of Sumerians who had joined the 
Aratta schism but refused to submit to the punitive exile scheme along with 
the rest of defeated peoples in Elam. Hallo lists the Lagashite priest 
Urukagina as one of the final rulers of Lagash in the Dynasty III period. 
Urukagina's great antagonist was Shem, the ruler Lugalzaggesi at Uruk. 
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In Erech Lugalzaggesi reigned 25 years as king. (Total) one king 
reigned 25 years. Erech was defeated (and) its kingship carried off 
to Agade. 

In the Dynasty III period Shem reigned first as Tata of Awan, then as 
Dadasig of Kish and finally as Lugalzaggesi of Uruk. His chief task as 
Lugalzaggesi was to strike and destroy the Ningirsu cult at Lagash in the 
time of Urukagina. This deed arose out of the mandate of the Yahweh cultus 
to act as righteous avenger of God's name in opposition to false religion. 
Shem came to regard the religion of Ningirsu-Ninurta at Lagash-- the 
religion with which his fifth heir identified euhemeristically as Ninurta- 
Nimrod-- as too false to allow to pollute the world. The result was an assault 
that led Urukagina to pass a curse against Lugalzaggesi, whom he referred 
to as the "Ummaite" as though he knew that Shem was Uma's son identified 
with her city. Kramer quotes the entire text of Urukagina's curse. After 
naming at length the various buildings Lugalzaggesi has robbed and set fire 
to, the priest ends with the curse itself: 

“Because the Ummaite destroyed the bricks of Lagash, he committed 
sin against Ningirsu; he (Ningirsu) will cut off the hands which had been 
lifted against him. It is not the sin of Urukagina, the king of Girsu [Lagash]. 
May Nidaba the (personal) goddess of Lugalzaggesi, the ensi of Umma, 
make him (Lugalzaggesi) bear all (these) sins.” (The Sumerians, 323) 

Kramer follows with an inscription by Lugalzaggesi himself. It makes no 
mention of the raid on Lagash. Instead it claims that the ruler has brought 
peace to Mesopotamia. In our context it reveals Shem in the act of 
attempting to convince Sumer that he is the true ruler of the land. Although 
naming a variety of gods, it expresses devotion toward Enlil, Sumerian 
version of the Elohim whose priesthood Noah conferred on him according 
to Genesis 10:26. It names Enlil the son of An, the heaven principle 
equivalent to the divine name El Elyon, whose priesthood Shem adopted as 
Melchizedek a century and a half beyond this time. The original priest of An 
was Noah, the father to whom Shem allied himself so closely. The opening 
paragraph of Kramer's translation names Lugalzaggesi's father Uu; but 
Hallo emends the name to Ukush, consistent with Noah's definitive Finnish 
name Ukko. The remainder of the vase inscription beyond the first 
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paragraph reads as follows and is quoted here to establish the richly 
developed theocratic tone of Shem's early postdiluvian world: 

When Enlil, the king of all the lands, had given the kingship of the Land 
to Lugalzaggesi, had directed to him the eyes (of all the people) of the Land 
from east to west (literally "from the rising of the sun to the setting of the 
sun"), had prostrated (all the people) for him-- (all the people) from the 
lower sea, along the Tigris (and) Euphrates to the upper sea directed their 
feet toward him; from east to west Enlil gave him no rival; the people of all 
the lands lie (peacefully) in the meadow under his rule (literally “under 
him"); the Land rejoiced under his rule; all the chieftains of Sumer (and) the 
ensi's of all the foreign lands bowed down before him in Erech in 
accordance with the me of princeship. In those days Erech spent its days in 
good cheer. Ur like a bull raised its head to heaven. Larsa, the beloved city 
of Utu, uttered cries of joy. Umma, the beloved city of Shara, "raised a lofty 
arm." Zabalam made the walls re-echo (with cries of joy) like the mother 
sheep whose lamb has been returned (to her). Der "raised neck to heaven." 
Lugalzaggesi, the king of Erech, the king of the Land, dedicated, for his life, 
various vases for Enlil, his beloved king; in these he brought large food 
offerings to Enlil, his king, in Nippur, (and) out of these he poured libations 
of sweet water-- with (this) inscription, May Enlil, the king of the lands, 
plead for me before An, his beloved father; may he add ‘life to my life’; 
under my rule (literally "under me") may the lands lie peacefully in the 
meadows; may all humankind thrive like plants and herbs; may the 
sheepfolds of An increase; may (the people of) the Land look upon a ‘fair 
earth', the good fortune which (the gods) have decreed for me, may they 
never alter; (and) unto eternity may I be the foremost shepherd (323-324). 

This text is an actual prayer by the patriarch Shem to Elohim for the 
permanence of his throne in Sumer. The prayer is couched in standard 
Gentile polytheistic form but consistent with Christian theology in its 
references to Enlil and An. Enlil is the Sumerian name for Elohim, the 
Creator of the visible universe in Genesis 1 and therefore "king of all the 
lands" in an age when kingship and politics outranked all other realities. 
This Elohim corresponds to the Creator Logos or Second Person of the 
Trinity of Christian theology and is distinguished from An, the Father God 
who dwells permanently in heaven. The world's population is referred to as 
the "sheepfold of An" because the original priest of An was Noah, genetic 
founder of the world community as human agent of the Father's plan to 
regenerate the human race. As for Shem's prayer for permanence, like 
many prayers, it was denied in the near view and fulfilled in the long view. 
It soon fell to the superior power of Shem's fifth heir Nimrod-Sargon-Reu; 
but it has been fulfilled through the imperial line of Genesis 11 turned 
Messianic line of Abraham, Judah, David and Jesus Christ. Shem himself 
was neither a Hebrew, Israelite, Jew or Christian but a Gentile named at 
this time Lugalzaggesi or "King Zaggesi" among the Sumerians. He knew 
nothing of Hebrews-- despite being the "father of all the sons of Eber"-- but 
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worshipped God as Enlil, "Lord Wind," in a context of other gods, referred 
to as a dingir in Sumerian and elohim (plural) in Psalm 82. 


In Agade Sargon, whose father was a gardener, the cupbearer of Ur- 
Zababa, the king of Agade who built Agade, reigned 56 years as king; 
Rimush, the son of Sargon, reigned 9 years; Manishtushu, the older brother 
of Rimush, son of Sargon, ruled 15 years; Naram Sin, the son of 
Manishtushu, reigned 56 years; Sharkalisharri, the son of Naram Sin, 
reigned 25 years. Who was king? Who was not King? (that is, a period of 
anarchy). Igigi the king; Nanum the king; Imi the king; Elulu the king-- the 
four of them were kings (but) but reigned only 3 years. Dudu reigned 24 
years; Shudurul, the son of Dudu, reigned fifteen years. (Total) eleven kings 
reigned 197 years. Agade was defeated and its kingship carried off to 
FErech. 

Sargon occurs twice in the Genesis 10 system under the names Nimrod 
and Asshur and once in the Genesis 11 genealogy as Shem's fifth heir Reu 
(Polynesian Rehua). His son and grandson Manishtushu and Naram Sin are 
Shem's sixth and seventh heirs Serug and Nahor. Thus Abraham was a 
grandson of Naram Sin, Emperor of Agade. The two terms of 56 years 
attributed to Sargon and Naram Sin actually refer to the same 56 years 
representing the balance of the tenth and eleventh Noachic eras after a 
four-year delay in Sargon's rise to power in 2244, setting the 56 years at 
2244-2188. After 2188 world attention shifted to Egypt where all of the 
surviving male members of the Noachic Council reigned as pharaohs in the 
22nd century. Thus the Akkadian Empire served as a bridge from the 
Mesopotamian to the Egyptian stage of early Postdiluvian history. The 
Akkadian term of 56 years possessed symbolic value in that the thirty-year 
time module of Noachic times was conceived as a product of the days ina 
lunar month and the solar year. Of the two versions of the natural month, 
one is closer to 28 than to 30 days, thus giving 28 years importance for one 
reading of the full era. Naram Sin, in keeping with his name, was a devotee 
of the lunar cult of Sin-Nanna at Ur and might be expected to honor the 
"natural" lunar variation of 28 days and twenty-eight years. In any case the 
Akkadian power grab involved extending the reigning era from one period 
to two. This breach of Noachic precedent together with Sargon's 
humiliation of Shem caused the entire Noachic Council to turn against 
Sargon and his regime resulting in the anarchy noted by the text in the time 
Igigi, Nanum, Imi and Elulu. Legitimacy was collapsing under the weight of 
political pragmatism just as eight of the Noachic elite of Genesis 10 were 
slain in 2181. 

Sargon's triumph over Lugalzaggesi was one of the most momentous 
events of world history because it made Mesopotamia the "land of Nimrod" 
rather than the "land of Shem" and implanted the Semitic linguistic stock at 
the heart of the Middle East while banishing the Centum Indo-Europeans to 
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Europe. The event is recorded in another inscription translated in Kramer's 
The Sumerians: 

Sargon, the king of Akkad, the mashkim of Inanna, the king of Kish, the 
guda-priest of An, the king of the Land, the great ensi of Enlil, laid waste 
the city of Erech, destroyed its wall; fought with the men of Erech, 
conquered them; Fought with Lugalzaggesi, the king of Erech, took him 
prisoner (and) brought him in a neck-stock to the gate of Enlil (324). 

The gate of Enlil is located in Nippur, the city of Enlil originally founded 
by Kali, Sargon's grandmother through Cush. Because Shem was a devotee 
of Enlil, the struggle between him and Sargon concerned control of the 
Enlilship as narrated in the Myth of Zu where Ninurta (Nimrod) defeats the 
Zu bird (Shem) and wrests the Enlilship from him. The Myth of Zu is the 
mythical version of the event recorded in Kramer's inscription just as The 
Marduk Epic is the mythical version of the Uruk-Aratta war. 

Shem's role as king of Uruk rather than Kish at the time of his defeat 
was particularly meaningful. It makes it appear that Sargon-Reu avenged 
the defeat of Aratta in the name of his imperial predecessor Peleg, lord of 
Aratta. Of course that perspective is hidden from view in the Legend of 
Sargon. It is not the only fact of the Akkadian Empire hidden from view in 
the extant literature of Mesopotamia. Absent from the record is what was 
happening to the defeated populace of Aratta in Iran; the role of Uruk's 
founder Japheth, now Luh-ishan in Elam; and the role played by Indo- 
Europeans in the subsequent destiny of Shem and Nimrod. As a 
consequence, conventional scholars question the existence of Aratta and 
are unaware that the conflict between Sargon and Lugalzaggesi extended 
as far west as the Aegean Sea. The proto-European element in the history of 
third millennium Mesopotamia remains generally unknown. In dealing with 
Centum Indo-Europeans at the present point in the Sumerian King List, we 
must take care to reason carefully in the absence of explicit records except 
to note that the Gutians who sacked Naram Sin's Agade were most likely 
Satem Indo-Europeans, thus making the Indo-European involvement in 
Akkadian affairs visible in the east if invisible in the west. 

The best evidence that Indo-Europeans were deeply involved in 
Sargon's full history is L. A. Waddell's convincing observation that Sargon 
and Manishtushu recur in Indian tradition as Sagara and Asa-Manja as 
though they were Indian kings. An implication is that Satem Aryans were 
Sargon's allies and more. The Centum Indo-Europeans also existed from 
high antiquity and figure as the allies of Shem and enemies of Sargon. In 
Europe they remembered Shem well as Zeus of the Hellenes, Jupiter of the 
Latins, Teutates of the Gallic Celts and Thor of the Teutons. I know nothing 
of the Illyrian-Albania pantheon, but Shem no doubt was a dominant figure 
there as well. 

Ancient Indo-Europeans were divisible into three geographic and 
linguistic groups: Centum Indo-Europeans in Europe; unclassified Indo- 
Europeans such as Thraco-Phrygians, Hittites and Armenians in Anatolia; 
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and Satem Indo-Europeans in Iran, Sarmatia, Scythia and India. In terms of 
Sargon's career, the Satem group were his own people of "King Sagara;" 
the Centum group his defeated enemies; and the Anatolian group, his allies 
who remained to the north and west of Mesopotamia to guard against a 
Centum re-invasion around either end of the Black Sea. Another way to 
explain the difference between the Anatolian and Satem groups is that the 
Anatolians were descendents of the Indo-European army Sargon led against 
the Centum allies of Shem; and the Satem group, descendents of the 5400 
men whom a second inscription claims to have been Sargon's daily guard. 

The first inscription recording Lugalzaggesi's humiliation also states 
that Sargon attacked, fought against and destroyed three of the primary 
Sumerian cities: Uruk, Ur and Umma. Uruk was the city Japheth handed 
over to Shem as ally; the city founded by Shem's diluvian wife and mother 
of his first heir Arphaxad I; and the city founded by his Mother Uma, the co- 
claimant of Mesopotamia in Sumer as he was the claimant of Akkad. The 
three Indo-European groups can be explained as inhabitants of three chief 
cities Sargon attacked and destroyed. In fact the three cities can be traced 
back to the immediate scene of the Uruk-Aratta war. 

The three Indo-European groups appear as the three wild felines of the 
Medb and Taranis panels. The Centum Indo-Europeans are the feline of the 
Medb panel representing key members of the Aratta faction under attack 
from either side by two of the Semitic-Hamitic griffin armies. The Satem 
and Anatolian groups appear in the Taranis panel as the two felines moving 
to the east as members of the Erechite cause mobilized to migrate from 
Haran to attack Aratta. After the war the Erechite Indo-Europeans settled 
in Umma and Ur, the Satem group at proto-Slavic Umma and Anatolians at 
Ur. The Centum grouped, defeated at Aratta, migrated at first with other 
members of the Aratta faction to Elam. An alternative view will appear in a 
later chapter. 

When Shem came to power as Lugalzaggesi in the late Dynasty III 
period, however, Japheth agreed to send the Centum group from Elam to 
Uruk to support Shem's effort to establish permanent mastery of 
Mesopotamia. The Indo-Europeans at Ur and Umma likewise supported 
Shem as the husband of Ur's founder Durga and son of Umma's founder 
Uma. The plan failed because Sargon was already in control of Shem's 
claim land of Akkad at the head of the Semites and Hamites of the griffin 
armies. These proceeded to defeat the Indo-Europeans at Uruk, Ur and 
Umma. They incorporated the Satem and Anatolian groups in their own 
regime. In order to avoid further bloodshed, Sargon released Shem from his 
captivity at Nippur on the condition that he lead the Centum group far off to 
the west where they would pose no immediate threat to the Akkadian 
Empire. 

Evidence that Sargon reached beyond the limits of his recorded 
conquests and attacked the Centum group in the Aegean exists in the form 
of a remarkable concentration of names given to Nimrod in separate 
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Hellenic traditions of Asia Minor and adjacent islands: Ion of Ionia, Helius 
of Rhodes, Orion of Chios and even the river name Sangarius in Phrygia. 
The Hellenes duplicated Ham's four sons in the four tribal sons of "Hellen." 
Of these sons Xuthus represented Cush and Xuthus' son Ion. Helius the 
"Sun" stands for Nimrod as son of the original Titan version of Cush, 
Hyperion, on the island of Rhodes. The modern Turkish version of the 
Sangarius, Sakarya, suggests Sagara, the Indian version of Sargon 
according to L. A. Waddell. 

Waddell identifies Sagara as the 37th king of an Indian list derived from 
a universal Indo-European body of rulers based in Mesopotamia rather than 
India. He draws a conclusion from the Sumerian assertion that Sargon's son 
Rimush reigned prior to his older brother Manishtushu, To Waddell this 
observation confirms the identity of Manishtushu as Indian Asa-Manja, the 
wayward son of Sagara according to an Indian text from the Puranas: 

Under his other Indian name as Asa-Manja, or "Manja the Shooter,” is 
described in the Indian Chronicles, his quarrel with, and disinheritance by, 
his father Sagara (Sargon) which, we shall find later, appears to relate to 
his declaration of independence in Egypt during the lifetime of his father in 
Mesopotamia; and thus explaining why Sargon's younger son succeeded his 
father on the Mesopotamian throne and not Manis-Tusu, his eldest son. 
(Makers of Civilization, 235). 

Waddell quotes from the relevant "Indian Chronicle": 

“Asa-Manja-- son of Sagara by his queen Keshini-- the prince through whom 
the dynasty continued, was from his boyhood of very wayward conduct. His 
father hoped that as he grew up to manhood he would reform; but finding 
that he continued addicted to the same habit Sagara abandoned him. The 
sixty thousand fed troops of [Sagara] followed the example of their ‘brother’ 
Asa-Manja. The path of virtue and piety was obscured in the world by the 
‘sons' of Sagara" (259). 

Waddell goes on to explain what Manishtushu's waywardness meant for 

the creation of dynastic Egypt: 
This is obviously a somewhat allegorical account of the successful revolt by 
prince Manis-Tusu (Manis-the-Warrior or Menes), against his father, and his 
retention of Egypt against the expeditions sent by his father; so that the 
complete "World-monarchship, "including Egypt, was not recovered until the 
accession of Sargon's grandson Naram Enzu, the son of Manis-Tusu, who 
we Shall find succeeded this father Menes, as second king of the First 
Dynasty of Egypt as "Narmar," and combined it with the imperial throne of 
Mesopotamia (259-260). 

Whatever the details of Manistushu's rebellion, a shift of attention to 
Egypt occurred and depended on the Akkadian Lower Sea fleet. According 
to a duplicated inscription, Manishtushu conquered thirty-two Arabian 
kings. He could only have accomplished this victory by means of the Lower 
Sea fleet; and the colonization of India and conquest of Egypt emphasized 
by Waddell also necessarily involved that fleet. In Sumero-Akkadian 
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mythology, Arabia is presented as the realm of Ereshkigal-Irkalla, the red 
matriarch Mahadevi-Havilah featured in the Gundestrup Braided Goddess 
panel describing the Arabian Peninsula with adjacent figures indicating 
Ethiopia and Egypt. The thirty-two kings were part of the anti-Akkadian 
movement resulting from reaction against the humiliation of Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi and including the Aegean war far off in the northwest. 

As for the total of thirteen kings, we know that the thirteen Joktanites 
were headed for Arabia in this period. The remaining nineteen can be made 
up of the fourteen members of the Japhethite section and the five vassals of 
Shem. It may appear ironic that Sargon himself is one of the five vassals 
under the name Asshur; but Waddell's emphasis on Manishtushu's rebellion 
against his father may mean that Sargon joined the Arabian alliance against 
him. Assuming that the Arabian and Aegean halves of the anti-Akkadian 
movement took shape at the same time, the thirty-two Arabians must be 
counted separately from the Olympians who followed Shem to the Aegean. 

A quick glance at the Olympian group demonstrates that the Aegean 
and Arabian stages of the anti-Akkadian effort could not have occurred 
simultaneously. Instead the Aegean war was to Sargon's reign what the 
Arabian war was to Manishtushu's reign. The Olympian siblings Apollo and 
Artemis are Hellenic versions of the siblings of Ur--- Utu and Inanna. Both 
belong to the Joktanite clan as Obal and Uzal and are too vital to the 
definition of the Joktanites not to have participated on site in the Arabian 
war. In short the anti-Akkadian version of the Genesis 10 fraternity 
migrated to the Aegean and lost to Sargon there before migrating to Arabia 
and losing to Manishtushu there. Chronology is a matter of detail. In 
comparing the Upper and Lower Seas, the Aegean is to the Mediterranean 
what the Gulf of Aden is to the Arabian Sea. The Aegean leads into Europe 
analogously to the way the Gulf of Aden leads to Ethiopia and Egypt via the 
Red Sea. The elite of Genesis 10 were fully aware of these analogies and 
acted on them. 


In Erech Ur-Nigin reigned 7 years as king; Urgigir, the son of Ur- 
Nigin, reigned 6 years; Kudda reigned 6 years; Puzur-ili reigned 5 
year; Ur-Utu 6 years. (Total) five kings reigned 30 years. Erech was 
smitten with weapons (and) its kingship carried off to the Gutium 
hordes. 

The definitive total of thirty years suggests that the chronology of 
Fourth Uruk should be taken literally and identified as the twelfth 
postdiluvian era 2188-2158. One name stands out as of particular interest. 
Sumerian Kudda calls to mind the Altaic version of Noah, Kudai Bai Ulgon. 
Furthermore this third king of the dynasty reigns down to its 19th year 
2169, one year before Noah died in 2168 according to Genesis 9:28 and our 
Flood date of 2518. Certainly this is a striking coincidence and tends to 
confirm our Flood date, Noah's Altaic identity with Kudai Bai Ulgon, his 
identity with the Sumerian ruler Kudda and the chronological location of 
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Fourth Uruk in the explicitly totaled 30 years from 2188 to 2158. Here is a 
touchstone for our synthetic method of studying Sumerian history by 
comparisons of names and the adoption of chronological modules. 

The Fourth Uruk group figures to be a five-man remnant of the Cushite 
clan of Genesis 10:7--- the only Genesis 10 clan to which Noah belonged (as 
Dedan). The first two rulers, as father and son, correspond to the only 
father-son pair of the clan: Seba and Sabtah, Indian Shiva and Ganesa. The 
name Ur-Utu means "Champion of the sun god" and indicates the solar 
antediluvian Japheth (Cushite Sheba), the Utu at the start of First Uruk 
(Eanna). Peleg-Sabtechah died in 2178 during the reign of Urgigir and 
cannot be reckoned among the remaining three rulers. Puzur-Ili could 
either be Ham-Havilah or Shem-Raamah. Immediately following Noah- 
Kudda and preceding Japheth-Ur-Utu, the obvious choice is Shem, who 
forms the Raamah-Sheba-Dedan triad at the close of the clan in 10:7. 

The appearance of the Cushite clan at the twelfth era 2188-2158 tells 

something about that clan. Cush himself was doomed with the other sons of 
Ham to die in 2181, seven years into the era at the transition from the first 
to the second ruler. Ham fails to appear in the dynasty. At the head of the 
dynasty Ur-Nigin, presumably Seba, was to Noah what Cush was to Ham, a 
son of the black matriarch Kali. The exclusion of Ham (Cushite Havilah), 
impending death of Cush and presence of Noah as Kudda all point in one 
direction. The rulers of Fourth Uruk knew that Ham's sons had served as 
Ocean Dragon Kings in keeping with the gloomy Gundestrup Dragon panel 
and were doomed to death. The five of them re-gathered at Uruk to 
reconstitute a remnant of the clan in the face of these prospects. They 
chose Uruk where Shem had been humiliated 56 years earlier and were 
celebrating the close of those 56 Akkadian imperial years. The Akkadian 
rulers later than Naram Sin were probably still reigning at Agade but only 
as kings of Agade and no longer as emperors of Mesopotamia. The balance 
of power lay in the hands of an Iranian people known as Gutians. 
In the Gutium hordes (first reigned) a nameless king; then Imta 
reigned 3 years as king; Inkishush reigned 6 years; Sarlagab reigned 
6 years; Shulme reigned 6 years; Elulumesh reigned 6 years; 
Inimbakesh reigned 5 years; Igeshaush reigned 6 years; Iarlagab 
reigned 15 years; [bate reigned 3 years; ... reigned 3 years; Kurum 
reigned 1 year; ... reigned 3 years; ... reigned 2 years; Irarum 
reigned 2 years; [branum reigned 1 year; Hablum reigned 2 years; 
Puzur-Sin, the son of Hablum, reigned 7 years; Iarlaganda reigned 7 
years; ... reigned 7 years; ... reigned 40 days. (Total) twenty-one 
kings reigned 91 years, 40 days. The Gutium hordes were defeated 
(and) their kingship carried off to Erech. 

The Gutians were a third anti-Akkadian force, who succeeded in sacking 
Agade in the reign of Naram Sin as the Akkadian 56 years wound down. 
Their 91 years and 40 days should be taken literally and represent a block 
of three consecutive Noahic eras like the three of Lugalannemundu. The 
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issue is when to date the beginning of the three eras. If the date coincides 
with the close of Fourth Uruk, the 91 years run too late to suit either 
Hallo's chronology or mine. The raid on Agade suggests that the Gutians 
were already in power in the days of Naram Sin before 2188. On the other 
hand they came late enough to express their power over Sumer at the close 
of Fourth Uruk in 2158. Consequently their three eras were the eleventh, 
twelfth and thirteenth between 2218 and 2128. 

Three of the Gutian names suggest members of the Japhethite section--- 
Ibate as Riphath, Iarlaganda as Ashkenaz and Ibranum as Bran-Javan. The 
dominant name Iarlaganda--- duplicated in Hallo's reconstruction as though 
there were many Gutian kings named Yarlagan--- refers to Ashkenaz. The 
name contains the same root as Ashkenaz' name Argandea in the Dynasty 
III period and his variant Dakotan name Wakanda. The Japhethites were a 
dominant force in Iran from the Uruk-Aratta war forward. Japheth was 
destined to appear in the Abrahamic war setting as the Elamite King 
Chedorlaomer, "Servant of Lagomar," his son Gomer, the Celtic Llyr and 
father of the Elamite-Iranian Lurs. Gutium lay north of Elam with the name 
Luristan applied in later times to a land overlapping both Elam and Gutium. 
Some scholars believe, correctly, that the Gutians were the same people as 
the modern Kurds, known to the Assyrians as Kardouchi, a name matching 
"Caradoc," the Celtic son of Bran-Javan, who was not only Ibranum of the 
Gutians but source of the Elamite city name Awan. 

The twenty-one kings of the Gutians can be readily accounted for in 
terms of the Genesis 10 elite. The Japhethites are so dominant in Iran that 
we can expect to find all fourteen of them in the Guti list. In fact the name 
"Guti" recurs in the form "Goy," a term applied by Hebrews to all Gentiles 
but originally referring to a nation governed by an Iranian king Tidal allied 
with Chedorlaomer in Genesis 14:1. The remaining seven kings of the Guti 
list derive from the primary Shemite list of Genesis 10:22-23. Although 
those verses contain nine names, they shrink to seven as complements to 
the fourteen Japhethites because two of them--- Elam-Eber and Aram- 
Joktan--- appear in Genesis 10:2 as vassals of Japheth under the names 
Tubal and Meshech. In this sense seven Shemites become adjuncts to the 
Japhethite list raising its total from fourteen to twenty-one. This adjunct 
consists of Asshur (Sargon-Nimrod), Arphaxad II (Salah-Marduk), Lud 
(Peleg) and the sons of Shem and vassals of Aram: Uz, Hul, Mash and 
Gether. 

Six of the twenty-one Gutians are unnamed: the opening unnamed king 
and the five whose names have become illegible. Of the visible names Imta 
refers to Joktan Aram under his Amorite name Emsu, cognate to his 
Muskoghean name Emisee and his Gallic name Esus. Elulumesh refers to 
Mash son of Shem; Igeshaush, to Gether (Hellenic Agathyrsus) son of Shem; 
Ibate, to Riphath; Kurum, to Magog under a name cognate with the Iranian 
regional name Hyrcania, with the Hurrians of Syrian Mesopotamia and with 
the Caribbean god Hurricano, a wind god equivalent to Magog's identity as 
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the Aryan god Rudra and Slavic god Stribog. Ibranum is Javan; and 
Iarlaganda, Ashkenaz. 

The Japhethites unidentified at this point are Gomer, Madai, Tiras, 
Togarmah and the four Javanites. The unidentified Shemites are Asshur, 
Arphaxad II, Lud, Uz and Hul. According to our logic, these thirteen must 
match the six unnamed Gutians and seven more Gutian names: Inkishush, 
Sarlagab, Shulme, Inimbakesh, Irarum, Hablum and Puzur-Sin son of 
Hablum. 

Once we conclude that the Gutian list consists of fourteen Japhethites 
and seven Shemites, the entire list is easy to decipher, including the 
illegible names. In general, contour the list begins with the Shemites as its 
first third and concludes with the Japhethites as its last two thirds. Shem's 
Amerindian son Uz heads the Aramaean list in Genesis 10:23. If we identify 
Inkishush with Uz, the rest of the Aramaean tetrad falls into line and is 
scattered among a consecutive sequence of six names. The name Shulme 
gives us Shem's black son Hul with the same M that concludes Hul's 
Mesoamerican black race the Olmecs. We have already suggested that 
"Igeshaush" represents a Gutian-Sumerian attempt to represent Gether's 
Hellenic name Agathyrsus. Elulumesh yields the final Aramaean Mash, the 
god Math, son of Shem-Bal and his sister-wife Anath. 

Because Imta is Joktan-Aram, the nameless king who precedes him 
figures to be his brother Peleg-Lud, reigning from the year 2218, thirty 
years before his death in 2178. Two more names early in the list, Sarlagab 
and Iarlagab, figure to be the two "Great Akkadians," Salah-Marduk and 
Nimrod-Sargon. The name Sarlagab, in fact, suggests the root name from 
which Hebrew "Salah" derived. In the latter part of the list, a cluster of 
illegible names surrounding Kurum-Magog suggest the primary Japhethites 
Gomer and Madai together with Javan's representation as Ibranum. In this 
context the one genetic relationship of father and son--- Hablum and Puzur- 
Sin--- points to Eber-Tubal and Tiras, the son of Eber distinct from Peleg 
and Joktan at the head of the list. The name Hablum is cognate with 
"Heber" and derives from the ancestral name of Abel-Havilah so vital to the 
lamb-sacrifice tradition of the Hebrews and, through them, to the Judaeo- 
Christian tradition. In this case Eber reveals that he has taken on the same 
name as the two Havilah's of Genesis 10--- Ham and Mahadevi. Eber 
appears in the latter half of the list as Japheth's vassal Tubal together with 
the last primary Japhethite, his son Tiras. 

Despite these relationships the pattern breaks down at one decisive 
point. The four Javanites were slain in the year 2181 and were unavailable 
to take part in the dynasty in the later years reserved for the Japhethites. 
Because they normally would have joined the dynastic group, it is quite 
possible that they were taken captive during the Gutian raid on Naram Sin's 
Agade and executed by that ruler (as Narmer) in Egypt as punishment for 
destroying his Mesopotamian capital. Only one of the Gutian rulers could 
have been a Javanite reigning prior to the raid, captivity and death. This 
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was the seventh Gutian king Inimbakesh, who reigned from 2191 to 2186, 
five years prior to the executions in the Nile Delta. His predecessors had 
reigned either three or six years. The curious departure of his five years 
suggests that he was supposed to have reigned for six years but 
participated in the raid and was captured with the other three Javanites in 
2186, one year short of his sixth year. The remaining three Javanites had to 
be replaced by their bereaved father Sidon and the other two core 
Olympians, Heth-Hades and the "Jebusite" Shem- Zeus. 


On these bases, twenty-one Gutian kings can be identified as follows: 


nameless king 1 Lud (Peleg) vassal of Shem 2218 


Imta 2 Aram (Joktan-Meshech) vassal of Shem 


and Japheth 2218-2215 


Inkishush 3 
Sarlagab 4 
Shulme 5 


Elulumesh 6 


Inimbakesh 7 


Igeshaush 8 
Iarlagab 9 
Ibate 10 
illegible 11 
Kurum 12 
illegible 13 
illegible 14 
Irarum 15 
Ibranum 16 


Hablum 17 


Uz son of Shem and vassal of Aram 2215-2209 
Arphaxad II (Salah) vassal of Shem 2209-2203 
Hul son of Shem and vassal of Aram 2203-2197 
2197-2191 


Mash son of Shem and vassal of Aram 


Elishah vassal of Javan 2191-2186 
Gether son of Shem; vassal of Aram 2186-2180 


Asshur (Sargon) vassal of Shem 2180-2165 
Riphath vassal of Gomer 2165-2162 
Gomer vassal of Japheth 2162-2159 
Magog vassal of Japheth 2159-2158 
Madai vassal of Japheth 2158-2155 
Sidon vassal of Canaan 2155-2153 
Togarmah vassal of Gomer 2153-2151 
Javan vassal of Japheth 2151-2150 


Tubal (Eber-Elam) vassal of Japheth, Shem 
2150-2148 
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Puzur-Sin 18 Tiras vassal of Japheth 2148-2141 


Iarlaganda 19 Ashkenaz vassal of Gomer 2141-2144 
illegible 20 Heth vassal of Canaan 2144-2127 
illegible 21 Shem (Jebus-) vassal of Canaan 2127 


As Satem Indo-Europeans the Kurd-Guti derived from winners in the 
Uruk-Aratta war and had nowhere to go except to remain in Gutium-Media. 
The Hebrew practice of interpreting the Gutians as Goyyim, as though they 
represented the whole body of Gentile nations raises a fascinating issue. At 
an early time Elam was inhabited by a people known as Apiru. If these were 
the original Semitic tribe of Eber or "Hebrews," they may well have looked 
northward to the Gutians and adopted a we-them attitude toward them 
based on theology. Eber could have taught them monotheism based on the 
divine name Elohim. As a Sumerian Eber-Gilgamesh knew that the 
equivalent god Enlil was the chief deity of the Sumerian pantheon. The 
curious plural form of the name reflected Eber's sense that the many gods 
of the Sumerian pantheon referred to only one Creator God. In Hebrew 
thought only the deluded heathen or Goyyim believed that the various 
names of God referred to a plurality of deities. 

The existence of a Semitic-speaking body of Hebrews in Elam is 
consistent with Eber's Shemite identity as "Elam" of Genesis 10:22; but it 
also suggests a larger meaning. The entire Noachic-Shemite line of Genesis 
11 individually divided up the Semitic linguistic stock: 


Noah (Dedan-Didanu) W. Semitic Amorite "Flood People" 


Shem (Aliyan Bal-Adad) North Semitic Aramaeans 
Arphaxad I North Semitic Cappadocians 

Salah (Marduk) East Semitic Akkadian-Babylonians 
Eber West Semitic Hebrews 

Peleg (Nergal-Resheph) West Semitic Canaanites 

Reu (Sargon-Asshur) East Semitic Assyrians 

Serug (Manishtushu) South Semitic Arabs 

Nahor (Naram Sin) Afro-Asian Hamites (Egyptians) 


Peleg's association with the Canaanites comes to focus in a Canaanite 
god Resheph emphasized by William Foxwell Albright's Yahweh and the 
Gods of Canaan. Explaining that the name derives from a word meaning 
"He Who Burns," Albright characterizes Resheph as "a Nergal figure" (139). 
The fire god Nergal of the Sumerians and Gira (Irra) of the Akkadians is the 
pantheon version of Peleg. In fact Peleg's stag antlers as Cernunnus in the 
Celtic tradition may be intended as symbolic of licking flames. Albright 
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leaves no doubt that Resheph is one of the major gods of Canaan. As for a 
Semitic element in Cappadocia, Albright emphasizes trade relations 
between Cappadocians and Assyrians. In the period of the Uruk-Aratta war, 
Arphaxad I camped at Haran, the lunar cult center of the north where 
Terah took Abram out of Ur, the Sumerian lunar cult center in the south. 
From his base at Haran, Arphaxad might easily have sent his Semitic 
contingent to Cappadocia. The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia 
reports that an outpost of East Semitic Mesopotamia existed in Cappadocia. 


In Erech Utuhegal reigned 7 years, 6 months, 15 days as king. 
(Total) one king reigned 7 years, 6 months, 15 days. Erech was 
smitten with weapons (and) its kingship carried off to Ur. 

Utuhegal has gained the reputation of being the heroic restorer of 
Sumerian independence after the end of Gutian domination. For two 
reasons the name suggests the patriarch Salah, the former Lugalbanda of 
First Uruk-Eanna a century and a half earlier. The overall shape of the 
name accounts for Salah's Old Prussian name Tukla and the matching 
Joktanite name Diklah. In Sumerian the name suggests the title "Great Sun 
God." As Marduk Salah was known as "Sun God of the Gods." His reign as 
Utuhegal followed his Egyptian reign as Djoser, builder of the foundational 
Step Pyramid. As Shem's second heir--- first of the Inanna Succession-- 
Salah was an illustrious figure. The chronological statement should be 
taken literally, dating Utuhegal's reign from 2127 to 2119. 


In Ur Ur-Nammu reigned 18 years as king; Shulgi, the son of Ur- 
Nammu, reigned 48 years; Amar-Sin, the son of Shulgi, reigned 9 
years: Shu-Sin, the son of Amar-Sin (an error for "son of Shulgi"), 
reigned nine years; [bbi-Sin, the son of Shu-Sin, reigned 24 years; 
(Total) five kings reigned 108 years. Ur was defeated and its 
kingship was carried off to Isin. 

Ur-Nammu played the role of Solomon to Utuhegal's David. He built the 
great lunar temple at Ur and built or restored many more temples in 
Sumer. He identifies with the antediluvian Ham, bereft of his first six sons 
but leaving a new son Shulgi to reign for a hefty 48 years. Taken literally 
the 108 years of Third Ur lasted from 2119 to 2011, five years after the 
death of Shem at age 600 in 2016, 502 years after the Flood. This half 
millennium more or less defined the early Postdiluvian age. As important as 
Shulgi may have been, he did not belong to the company of the Genesis 
elite, who now faded into the past. 


In Isin Ishbi-Erra reigned 33 years as king; Shuilishu, the son of 
Ishbi-Erra, reigned 10 years; Idin-Dagan, the son of Shuilishu, 
reigned 21 years; Ishme-Dagan, the son of Idin-Dagan, reigned, 
reigned 20 years; Lipit-Ishtar, the son of Ishme-Dagan, reigned 11 
years; Ur-Ninurta reigned 28 years; Bur-Sin, the son of Ur-Ninurta, 
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reigned 21 years; Lipit-Enlil, the son of Bur-Sin, reigned 5 years; 
Erraimitti reigned 8 years; Enlilbani, reigned 24 years; Zambia 
reigned 3 years; Iterpisha reigned 4 years; Urdukuga reigned 4 
years; Sinmagir reigned 11 years. (Total) fourteen kings reigned 203 
years. 

Taken at face value, these 203 years extend the chronological range of 
the king list down to 1808. A chart given by Hallo ends the Isin dynasty in 
1794 but a contemporary dynasty at Uruk in 1802. Hallo begins a run of 
monarchs at Assur in Assyria with Ushpia in 2010, six years after the death 
of Shem. For what it is worth, kings of the Isin Dynasty took compound 
names featuring pantheon versions of the following early Postdiluvians: 
Peleg (Erra) twice; Noah (Dagan) twice; Inanna (Ishtar), once; Nimrod 
(Ninurta), once; Arphaxad I (in Semitic form "Sin"), twice; and Cush or 
other representatives of the Enlilship, twice. 


Chapter Four 
Panels of the Gundestrup Caldron 


Panel of the Boar-Holding Men 
Noah Son of Lamech 
Father of Shem, Ham, Japheth, Ashkenaz, Riphath and Togarmah 


The Gundestrup Caldron is a Celtic artifact discovered in the Teutonic 
land of Denmark in the early 1890s. It is housed in the Danish National 
Museum at Copenhagen. It contains no script but consists entirely of 
pictorial imagery. The primary reason for identifying it with the early 
postdiluvian family of Noah lies in its seven exterior panels, which furnish a 
counterpart to the diluvian family as represented by the Egyptian Ogdoad 
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of Hermopolis and other such traditions. This interpretation implies the 
existence of a prototype or prototypes on which the present artifact is 
modeled. The exterior panels show four males and three females with space 
for a missing fourth female. Each of the males is shown with arms raised in 
the "Ka" posture signifying the divine endowment of kingship and human 
deity such as presupposed in Psalm 82 and the pharaonic institution of 
Egypt. The interior Medb, Taranis, Teutates and Cernunnus panels depict 
key moments in Postdiluvian history as tied thematically to Inanna, her 
father Arphaxad I, her grandfather Shem and Shem's fourth heir Peleg. 
Certain features of this historical perspective suggest that the original 
design may have been the work of Arphaxad I at work among ancestors of 
the Celts. According to Genesis 11:12 and our Flood date of 2518 BCE, 
Arphaxad lived down to the year 2078 toward the close of the early 
postdiluvian age. 

The broad nose and high cheekbones are atypical of most of the other 
faces and confirms Noah's Asian origin from the line of Seth and possibly 
some additional influence from the Negroid line of Adam despite the thin 
lips. If the eyes were more slanted this face could be taken for an Altaic 
Mongol. Noah founded the Altaic stock and is known as the chief father 
Kudai Bai Ulgon of the Tata Mongols. 

The balanced figures in either hand are analogous to the two stags 
shown in either hand in the depiction of Shem, Noah's lifelong ally following 
the blessing of Genesis 9:26. In both cases the goal is to show the patriarch 
in control of two balanced factions within the world. The boar-holding men 
represent the perennially warring factions created by the curse-blessing of 
that passage. The two figures are distinguished by the leaping wolf below 
the one on the viewer's left and the winged horse below the one on the 
right. A wolf is generally as pejorative as a winged horse is mythological 
and idealistic. The figure on the left, therefore, serves to represent the 
hostile faction of Ham; and the one on the right, the faction of Shem. 

Boars or dogs symbolize dueling champions like the two featured at the 
climax of the Uruk-Aratta war according to the Sumerian text Enmerkar 
and the Lord of Aratta: 


The lord of Aratta then entrusted to the messenger 
A message, important like a tablet. 
“Messenger, speak to your king, lord of Kulab [Uruk], and say: 
"A dog that is not black, a dog that is not white, 
"A dog that is not brown, a dog that is not red, 
"A dog that is not yellow, a dog that is not pied-- 
such a dog he must give you! 
“My dog will wrangle with his dog, 
"So that the stronger one be known! Tell him that!" 
(Vanstiphout, Epics of Sumerian Kings, 83) 
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Owing to the Japhethite orientation of Uruk and the Eanna regime, the 
Uruk-Aratta war may seem irrelevant to the primary Shem-Ham conflict of 
Noah's panel. However the Eanna regime came in 2308 at the pendulum 
swing away from the Shemite First Kish order and its diversity mandate to 
a new order oriented to the principle of world unity shared by Japheth and 
Ham. That is why Shem's representative Peleg (the lord of Aratta) drew off 
half the world into the mountains of the northeast. 

Linguistic unity is precisely the issue underlying of the Uruk-Aratta 
conflict according to the same text Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta as the 
Erechite king tells his messenger. In the words of Enmerkar, the Eanna 
regime is pledged to world unity of language as at the Tower of Babel. 
Enmerkar attributes this unity of language to the power of Enki, Sidon, the 
world building mastermind of Ham's family: 


"Yea, the whole world of well-ruled people, 

"Will be able to speak to Enlil in one language! 

"For on that day, for the debates between lords and princes 
and kings [en ada nun ada lugal-la] 

“Shall Enki, for the debates between lords and princes and kings, 
"For the debates between Jords and princes and kings, 
“Shall Enki, Lord of abundance, Lord of steadfast decisions, 
“Lord of wisdom and knowledge in the Land, 

“Expert of the gods, 

“Chosen for wisdom, Lord of Eridug, 

“Change the tongues in their mouth, 

as many as he once placed _ there, 

“And the speech of humankind will be truly one!" (65) 


This was the cause for which Enmerkar fought and Peleg, the lord of 
Aratta sought to oppose. The two men in Noah's hands are just these two; 
and the boars are their champions. In the case of Enmerkar's Uruk the 
champion was Eber-Gilgamesh, the heroic strong man of that culture. The 
name "Eber," spelled out in German means a boar. In Teutonic mythology 
Eber, as father of Odin, is named Bor, sounding out our English word for 
that wild swine. The champion of Aratta is more difficult to identify. In any 
case he lost the contest. 

The Braided Goddess panel is the most transparently cartographic of 
the Gundestrup Caldron. It portrays Mahadevi as the Arabian Peninsula for 
which she is named Havilah in the Joktanite list of Genesis 10. In Sumerian 
mythology she is Ereshkigal, goddess of the underworld equivalent to 
Arabia. The lion to the viewer's upper left is a standard symbol of the 
Hamitic Egyptian race; and the lion is positioned vertically to represent the 
northward course of the Nile. The Negroid woman standing to the lower left 
is Kali (Ophir) in the relative position of Ethiopia south of Egypt and west of 
Yemen. The dead boar represents Yemen; and the dead man, Hadramaut, 
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both in the south of Arabia. Hadramaut is named for the Joktanite 
Hazarmaveth, named "Mot" in the mythology of Ugarit. Both maveth in 
Hebrew and mot in Ugaritic mean "death." The attendant to the right 
represents the Caucasoid matriarch Uma as the land of Oman in eastern 
Arabia. The names Uma, Oman and Jobab (Uma's Joktanite name) are all 
cognate and derived from a form such as "Yumam." The avian decorations 
in the upper corners are a standard symbol of the Semitic linguistic stock 


The Braided 
Goddess Panel 
Mahadevi 
(Havilah) Wife of 
Noah 
Mother of Ham, 
Magog, Uz, Heth 
and Peleg 


speaking a language originating in Mahadevi's antediluvian land of Havilah, 
Arabia. Arabs speak South Semitic. The bird in the goddess’ left palm may 
be intended to represent the West Semites of the land of Canaan east of 
Egypt. On the other hand it may be intended to represent the Thamuditae 
of northwestern Arabia, one of two Arabian tribes in Ptolemy's Geographia 
representing Mahadevi's antediluvian son Ham, Dumuzi the Shepherd. 
After the Flood Ham reestablished the Semitic stock before losing it to 
Shem. 

We might argue from the design of Noah's Panel of the Boar-Holding 
Men, that the fallen boar in the position of Yemen represents the champion 
who lost the Uruk-Aratta duel. On the other hand, the explicit boar Eber 
appears in Ugaritic myth as Yamm, brother to Hazarmaveth-Mot and 
therefore a logical complement to the figure lying in the position of 
Hadramaut. In the Ugaritic story, Mot, Yamm and Athtar are sons of Bull El- 
Salah and enemies of Shem-Aliyan Bal. 

On balance the theme of the Braided Goddess panel is the fate of 
Mahadevi's followers at Aratta. Known as Tiamat in the Marduk Epic, she 
has led these people to defeat in the Uruk-Aratta war and is hosting them in 
Arabia as a preliminary step toward sending them off to the ends of the 
earth. The combined male and boar are the Aratta pair of the boar-holding 
man and boar in Noah's panel. The close thematic coordination between the 
two panels confirms Noah's marriage to this mother of Ham--- the couple 
Apsu and Tiamat in the Marduk Epic. The theme of Tiamat's indulgence 
toward the erring family of Ham is re-applied to the Aratta exiles, who she 
is depicted as cradling in her left arm. Just how the Ugaritic sons of Bull El 
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figure in this theme is problematic. Bull El, as Ugaritic Salah, is the same 
person as the great victor in the Uruk-Aratta war: Lugalbanda of the 
Sumerians and Marduk of the Akkadians. Somehow the defeat of the Aratta 
faction has been associated with Salah's son Mot-Hazarmaveth, a member 
of the Arabian Joktanite clan in Genesis 10. 

As a member of the Joktanite clan, Hazarmaveth shared with that clan 
the responsibility of supervising the Aratta exiles as long as they remained 
in Arabia. As a toppled version of the boar-holding man, he should have 
been the lord of Aratta, Peleg. But Shem's fourth heir was too important to 
serve in that duty. Instead he divested himself of the Aratta faction, 
returned to Mesopotamia and served out the final thirty years of a ninety- 
year reign as Lugalannemundu. Bull El-Salah evidently commissioned his 
son Hazarmaveth to govern the Aratta exiles in Arabia. This son took on the 
Ugaritic name "Death" because the Aratta exiles are reckoned dead to the 
Mesopotamian heartland. 

Japheth took after his Caucasoid mother Uma just as Cain, Uma's 
Caucasoid ancestor, had taken after his mother Eve. His name in Hebrew 
means "Beautiful"; and the Gundestrup designer is at pains to portray him 
as a natty "young man about town." He fathered the stylish Egyptians with 
their square shoulders and upright stance. Nevertheless the figures on 
either side of him plunge him into the midst of early Postdiluvian conflict. 
Japheth was, in fact, the founder of Uruk, the city state that fought and won 
the Uruk-Aratta war. 

The terms of conflict, in this case, are shifted forward from the close of 
the war to the reign of Gilgamesh--- both Eber and Japheth's vassal Tubal--- 
in the Eanna period. The theme is recorded in the Sumerian account of 
Gilgamesh's conflict with Aka (Ham's son Mizraim), king of the rival city 
state of Kish. The theme of the panel is the struggle between Japheth and 
Ham over the "Hamitic" or Egyptian linguistic stock. In the Sumerian King 
List Japheth appears as Utu, god of the sun, father of Meskiaggasher 
(Meshech) founder of the Eanna dynasty at Uruk. Like the lion image of the 
Braided Goddess panel, the sun represents the Egyptian race; or rather 
their language and culture embody the quasi-millennial ideal of 
resurrection glory symbolized by the sun. Japheth's personal good looks are 
all part of that ideal. 

The long-haired, leaping or dancing figure in the upper right is identical 
to the one in the upper right of the Sphinx panel depicting Japheth's mother 
Uma. This figure represents Japheth's half-sister Inanna, the heaven 
goddess of his city Uruk. Uma was the original claimant to the land of 
Sumer and is so important to Sumerian culture that she bears a variety of 
different names as though different goddesses. Her name as Inanna's 
mother is Ningal, "Great Lady." Because Inanna's figure is identical in the 
two panels, it has code value as symbol of the Egyptian race, not as a lion 
but as an idealized, millennial people. Inanna, known as the "Queen of 


204 


Heaven" in the Sumerian tradition, appears as Nut, the sky goddess, in the 
Great Ennead of the Egyptians. 


Panel of the Handless Man 
Japheth son of Noah and Uma 
Father of Gomer, Magog, and Madai 


Because Inanna was the goddess of Uruk, the leaping figure in Japheth's 
panel stands for Uruk under siege by Aka of Kish. In giving Ham's son Aka 
the name Mizraim, the Hebrews identified him as Egypt personified. The 
panel shows the Egyptians at the time they still living in Mesopotamia with 
other nations. 

The mutilated figure to Japheth's left represents Birhurturre, the 
Erechite messenger returning to Uruk after being tortured by the besieging 
army of Aka. This name appears in a Sumerian text quoted by Kramer in 
The Sumerians. The affair is central to the history of Japheth because he 
founded Uruk and the Eanna Dynasty and now found his city under direct 
attack, not by distant Aratta, but by the former Mesopotamian capital Kish. 
There Ham and his son Mizraim took command from the outset of the 
Eanna period and were now threatening Uruk in the time of Japheth's 
vassal Tubal-Eber-Gilgamesh. Furthermore the leaping or dancing figure of 
Inanna brings the fate of the Japheth's Egyptian people into play as though 
Uruk was inhabited by Egyptians and under assault by Mizraim in his 
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attempt to capture the Egyptian race and make good on his name "Two 
Egypts." 

To give further perspective to this situation, we can outline the full set 
of identities in the Egyptian Great Ennead headed by Japheth and including 
the Erechite "Queen of Heaven" under the name Nut: 


Atum Re (JJapheth)= no wife 

Shu (Enlil-Cush)= Tefnut (Ninlil) [= Previously, ID’d as Ham] 
Geb (Noah)= Nut (Inanna) 

Osiris (Riphath)= Isis (Arvad-Parvati) 

Seth (Shem)=Nephthys (Hamath-Anath) 


This system was created as propaganda when Egyptians were living in 
Sumer under the domination of Japheth's city Uruk and under threat by 
Ham's city Kish with Enlil and Ninlil's city Nippur (biblical Calneh) 
intervening. Only the lower half of the system is partly genetic, Noah being 
the actual father of the last four figures. He is pictured as the earth god 
Geb and complement to the heaven goddess because he lost the Anship and 
was thus "cast out of heaven" in Canaan's revolt in 2359. Geb and Nut are 
given as husband and wife artificially to acknowledge perhaps that he once 
owned the Anship as she does now. Cush is shown as father of Geb and Nut 
because of the political reality underlying the Cushite clan of Genesis 10:7 
where Noah is Cush's sub-vassal Dedan. 

Kramer summarizes the situation in the story of "Gilgamesh and Agga" 
[Aka]. Keep in mind that these two names represent Japheth's vassal Tubal 
and Ham's son Mizraim for control of the Egyptian or "Hamitic" linguistic 
stock evidently present in Uruk, the city of Japheth-Atum-Re and Inanna- 
Nut. The story begins "with the arrival of Agga's envoys bearing the 
ultimatum to Gilgamesh and the Erechites" (186). [Editor]: “Envoys of 
Aga, the son of En-me-barage-si, came from Kis to Gilgames in Unug 
(Uruk). Gilgames presented the issue before the elders of his city, 
carefully choosing his words... We should not submit to the house of 
Kis!” At this time Gilgamesh is the en of Uruk rather than Jugal--- lord 
rather than king, giving him the same degree of status that his son Peleg 
enjoyed a few years earlier as en of Aratta. He is determined to fight 
against Kish but the elders of Uruk refuse to back him. [After reviewing 
his excuses, the elders reply] “...we should submit to the house of 
Kis. We should not smite it with weapons!” Finally he persuades them 
[and the able-bodied men of Uruk] to think otherwise and take a stand: 
“[Uruk’s] able-bodied men answered Gilgames,...” You old men should 
not submit to the house of Kis! Should we young men not smite it 
with weapons?”... [For] “When Aga comes, what terror he _ will 
experience! That army is small, and scattered at the rear. Its men will 
be incapable of confronting us.” [1.8.1.1 ETCSL Gilgames and Aga 1- 
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39]. Nevertheless the men of Kish besiege Uruk and Gilgamesh sends his 
messenger Birhurturre to speak with them. Birhurturre is treated badly-- 
seized, beaten and brought before Aka. The idiom for beating is that they 
“crushed his flesh." The Gundestrup Caldron goes a step further by showing 
that they cut off his hands. [Quotes from ETCSL by Editor]. 

Gilgamesh wins a victory by merely putting in an appearance: 


Gilgamesh appeared over the wall, 

Agga saw him: 

"Slave is that man your king?" 

“That man is indeed my king." 

No sooner had he said this, 

The multitude rose, the multitude left, 

The multitude rolled in the dust. 

The foreigners, the lot of them, felt overwhelmed, 
The natives bit the dust, 

The prows of the longboats were cut down, 
Agga, the king of Kish, restrained his troops. 


If we take this victory of Japheth's vassal Tubal-Gilgamesh over Aka- 
Mizraim as definitive, we are checked by the fact that the name Mizraim 
prevailed and Egypt became the "land of Ham" rather than the "land of 
Japheth." All that we can say for Japheth's rank in Egyptian tradition is that 
Atum-Re and his Great Ennead outrank Zehuti (Thoth) and Min, the 
Egyptian pantheon versions of Ham and Mizraim-Aka. 

In establishing the biblical position that many nations were present in 
Mesopotamia in the early stages of Sumerian history, we have found a 
perennial problem in locating the proto-Egyptian Hamites. At the time of 
the Tower of Babel, they were located in Akkad with all other nations as 
Hamitic speakers as though the whole world had turned into a 
Mesopotamian version of Egypt. In the subsequent First Kish order, proto- 
Egyptians are identifiable as the lion and ram-lions at Sippar in Akkad and 
Umma and Lagash in Sumer. During the Uruk-Aratta war, they make up 
part of the avian-lion griffin armies located in Syrian Mesopotamia and near 
Aratta in northwestern Iran. This constant shift of location obscures where 
they were located after the Uruk-Aratta war in the context of "Gilgamesh 
and Agga." Both at Kish and Uruk we have established what appear to be 
definitive associations with Egyptian tradition. At Kish Aka is the son of 
Ham named "The Two Egypts" in Hebrew tradition. At Uruk Japheth, 
creator of the proto-Egyptian race, appears as the solar god at the 
foundation of the Eanna dynasty. He acts through his vassals Meshech 
(Meskiaggasher) and Tubal (Gilgamesh). 

If we take the leaping figure to the right in Japheth's panel to be 
another symbol of the Egyptian race, we can review how the same figure is 
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arranged in the same way in the Sphinx Panel showing Japheth's mother 
Uma: 


Sphinx Panel 
Uma (Jobab) 
Wife of Ham 

Mother of 
Japheth, 
Shem, 
Ashkenaz, 

Canaan, Sidon, 

Hamath, Mash 
and Inanna 


The only difference between the presentation of this figure in Uma's 
panel is that ornamental vegetation replaces the attacking horseman of 
Japheth's panel. As a representation of Inanna, the figure is coupled here 
with her mother named "Ningal" or "Great Lady" in Sumerian tradition. If 
Inanna's figure, in turn, stands for Uruk, the panel declares that Uma not 
only founded Umma in Sumer but was the original claimant to the land of 
Sumer within thirty years after the Flood. Her incestuous son-grandson 
Sidon takes the name Enki, "Lord of the Land" of Sumer. All of this 
emphasis on Sumer raises the issue of why we have taken Inanna's figure to 
represent proto-Egyptians instead of Sumerians, heirs of the land. 

In the Egyptian pantheon the Mahadevi tetrad are identified as Wazet 
(Mahadevi), the cat goddess Bastet (Kali), the cow goddess Hathor (Durga) 
and the vulture goddess Nekhebet (Uma). Wazet and Bastet are located in 
Lower (northern) Egypt and Hathor and Nekhebet at nomes in Upper 
(southern) Egypt. These locations suggest that the distinction between 
Upper and Lower (North) Egypt was designed to echo the southern and 
northern polarity of Sumer and Akkad. Uma claimed the southern land of 
Sumer just as her counterpart Nekhebet was reckoned the chief goddess of 
white banner Upper (South) Egypt. The other goddess of the tetrad located 
in southern Egypt was Hathor-Durga, founder of Ur, one of the 
southernmost of Sumerian cities. 

One conclusion to be drawn is that ancestors of the Upper and Lower 
(North) Egyptians were located at Sumerian Uruk and Akkadian Kish in the 
period of "Gilgamesh and Agga." That explanation implies that Aka- 
Mizraim's siege of Uruk resulted from his effort to "unite the Two Egypts" 
in keeping with his Hebrew name. They split into two groups following the 
Tower of Babel judgment and inhabited Umma and Lagash in the First Kish 
order. The group at Umma eventually became Uma's Upper (South) 
Egyptians at Uruk after the Uruk-Aratta war as celebrated in the dancing 
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figure of the Sphinx Panel. The Lower (North) Egyptians of the First Kish 
order settled at Mahadevi's city Lagash and were destined to recognize 
Mahadevi as Wazet at Buto in the Delta region of the Nile. After the Uruk- 
Aratta war this group returned from battle in the north to become the 
Lower (North) Egyptians under Aka at Kish. 

The figure to the left in the Sphinx panel represent Uma's son Shem in 
his struggle against a spotted leopard symbolizing his great enemy Nimrod. 
With the dancing figure representing the daughter Inanna at Uruk, the 
struggling pair are located in Akkad, Shem's claim land seized by Nimrod- 
Sargon at Agade in 2244. The overall design of the Sphinx panel therefore, 
celebrates Uma's Mesopotamia just as the Braided Goddess panel 
celebrates the lugubrious death land of Mahadevi's Arabia--- a land that 
turns tragic in Ham's Dragon Panel. 

The Braided Goddess and Dragon panels are complementary as 
depictions of the two Havilah's of Genesis 10--- Havilah-Ham of the Cushite 
clan and his mother Havilah-Mahadevi of the Joktanite clan. The Braided 
Goddess panel features two defunct figures representing the hapless 
populations of defeated Aratta in southern Arabia after 2244 when the rise 
of Sargon signaled the Akkadian Empire's use of the Lower Sea fleet to 
colonize the world outside Mesopotamia and the other six homelands of 
Lugalannemundu's inscription. The Aratta exiles last made contact with one 
of these homelands in Kali's land of Elam before 2244. That same year 
signaled the exile of Ham and his four sons to become the Ocean Dragon 
Kings of Chinese tradition by ruling over five positions on the Arabian 
coasts. The termini of their "Dragon" system are marked by the two Arabian 
tribes reflecting Ham's Sumerian-Semite name Dumuzi-Tammuz. The 
Thamudeni of north central Arabia have moved inland from the coast of the 
Persian Gulf at the first post of the system. The Thamuditae of the 
northwest lie near the top of the Red Sea at the last post of the system. The 
Sino-Tibetan Chinese remember the system because they were one of the 
exiled peoples from Aratta. Another Chinese tradition converts penal Arabia 
into the fearsome inferno Feng-du just as the Sumerians and Hellenes 
interpret Arabia of the underworld of Ereshkigal and Hades respectively. 

This depiction of Ham is both tragic and effeminate. The treatment of 
hair and beard is very different from the other males, especially the rugged, 
manly image of Shem in the Stag Nature panel. Ham upholds two dragons 
in either hand. Below, a double-headed monster has bitten in half two 
human victims. Together the dragons and victims form the tetrad of 
Genesis 10:6. The square formed by these four figures serve to illustrate 
four positions on coasts of the Arabian Peninsula, Ham's ancestral 
homeland through his mother Havilah-Mahadevi. The plight of the two 
victims is probably intended to symbolize how these two sons of Ham were 
cut off from Mesopotamia at the full distance of southern Arabia. In that 
sense they are equivalent to the two slain figures of the Braided Goddess 
panel in Yemen and Hadramaut. 
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An internet article on the Ocean Dragon Kings traces this tradition to a 
Sanskrit (Satem Indo-European) text translated into Chinese and Tibetan 
versions--- the two languages of the Sino-Tibetan stock. Other sources state 
that the Ocean Dragon Kings were five in number, consistent with Ham and 
his four sons. The derivation from a Sanskrit source makes sense in three 
respects. 

The actual ocean alluded to does not surround China but the Arabian 
Sea and consists of the Indian Ocean. Second the Satem Indo-Europeans 
were victors in the Uruk-Aratta war and were never exiled but only served 
to guard the fallen exiles. Third the next location in the exilic process 
extending from Elam to Arabia was the Ganges River where the exiled 
nations were all camped after 2218. Translation of the Sanskrit text into 
Sino-Tibetan reflects a native Sino-Tibetan tradition concerning the Arabian 
exilic process--- a sober variation of the graphic mythology of Feng-du. 


The Dragon Panel 
Ham Son of Noah and Mahadevi 
Father of Cush, Mizraim, Put, Canaan, Coeus and Creus 


Although the Ocean Dragon Kings are five in number, the panel depicts 
a total of eight distinct ethnic groups. The two dragons stand for peoples 
destined to take two interior positions-- Lower (North) Egyptians on the 
Nile to the west and Elamo-Dravidians on the Indus to the east. One sign of 
the interior nature of these colonies is that the Sumerians knew the two 
lands as Dilmun (Indus) and Magan (Egypt). The figure of Ham between the 
two stands for the Austronesians with their strong emphasis on Ham as 
Rangi together with his full set of six sons. The double-headed monster 
represents the South Semitic Joktanite Arabs commissioned to keep the 
exiles from banding together and posing a threat to Akkadian Mesopotamia. 
Each head bites a victim in two. The two halves on the west stand for black 
Africans--- especially the populous Niger-Congo group--- and _ the 
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Amerindians. The two on the east represent Altaics and Sino-Tibetans 
bound for the continental Far East. 

Simplest of the exterior panels in design, the panel represents Shem in 
control of the two stocks resulting from Noah's blessing of the "Yahweh 
Elohim" of Shem in Genesis 9:26. Presented as indistinguishable stags, 
these two peoples are Shem's original Indo-Europeans from Yahweh's line 
of Cain and the Semites of Elohim's line of Abel (Havilah) transferred from 
Ham to Shem by the curse-blessing. The panel seeks to idealize an 
arrangement that failed to survive the rise of Sargon in 2244. The 
treatment of southern Arabia as a land of death in the Braided Goddess and 
Dragon Panels suggests that the curse-blessing occurred when Noah's 
family reached that land not long after completing the system of claims to 
the north in the year 2478. 

A biblical clue to the date is that the event occurred after Noah was 
inebriated on newly grown wine. A Wikipedia article reports that wine first 
existed in Georgia in the Caucasus region where the Ark came to rest. The 
date given for this trace of wine is too early to represent anything but the 
antediluvian world. The article does not mention Arabia but discusses the 
Egyptian use of wine as an imported industry from the "northern Levant," 
that is, Syro-Phoenicia. The best evidence is that Noah's family covered 
Mesopotamia, Arabia, Egypt and the Levant before returning to 
Mesopotamia to found the first colonies 150 years after the Flood in 2368. 
Setting aside the Arabian theory, we can hypothesize that the wine-growing 
and drunkenness took place in the Levantine period within thirty years of 
2368 or sometime after 2398. The episode in Genesis 9 makes sense as 
Noah's response to nearing the end of his family's taxing journey without 
colonizing fixed locations. 


The Stag Nature Panel 
Shem Son of Noah and Uma Father of Arphaxad I, Uz, Hul, Gether and 
Mash 
This nomadic period in early postdiluvian history became a tradition 
among the Amorite kings--- including Noah-Dedan--- who "dwelled in tents" 
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and the Arabs who inherited the "death lands" of Yemen and Hadramaut. 
We can hypothesize further that the episode of Genesis 9 took place in 
celebration of the start of the fifth early postdiluvian era in 2398. By this 
account Shem's command of the Semites lasted 154 years from 2398 to 
2244. 


The Trinity Panel 
Durga (Sheba) Wife of Shem 
Mother of Arphaxad I, Gomer, Mizraim and Gether 


The figure with upraised arms to the left is identical to the figure of 
Arphaxad I as Celtic Taranis in the interior Taranis panel. The smooth- 
shaven figure to the right could either be Japheth's son Gomer or Ham's son 
Mizraim. Insular Celtic tradition makes a good deal of both Gomer and 
Mizraim as Llyr and Mynogan. But we can ask which of these forms a more 
reasonable complement to Gallic Taranis. Unfortunately I know of no other 
Gallic gods than the Teutates tetrad yielding only Shem (Teutates), 
Arphaxad (Taranis), Peleg (Cernunnus) and Joktan (Esus). The deciding 
factor lies in the two Sheba's of Genesis 10--- Durga and Japheth-- and their 
respective cities Ur and Uruk. Arphaxad-Taranis is Nanna, the chief god of 
Ur. The smooth-shaven god represents the complementary city of Uruk; and 
the god can only be Gomer at the head of the seven vassals of Genesis 10:2. 
These all became Erechite heroes together in the group sent under 
Lugalbanda-Salah to conquer Aratta. Thus Durga's son Gomer is to Uruk 
what her son Arphaxad was to Ur. 
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The Cernunnus Panel 
The First Kish Order 2338-2308 
Peleg (Cernunnus) at the Head of Eleven Colonies 


We have already summarized this panel as a symbolic, cartographic 
outline of eleven colonies headed by the eleven members of the Canaanite 
clan of Genesis 10:14-18. Each colony is populated by two ethnic groups, a 
smaller contingent of Indo-Europeans and a larger fraction of the world 
community, each speaking its own language. The serpent in Cernunnus' 
grasp symbolizes the Lower Euphrates of Sumer. Cernunnus sits at the 
capital Kish with the matching stag in Martu (Uz) to the west of 
Mesopotamia. The antelopes in the upper corners indicate locations in Syro- 
Phoenicia to the northwest and Gutium in the Zagros Mountains of the 
northeast. The dog in the center of the panel represents Nippur-Calneh, 
seat of the chief Sumerian god Enlil, equivalent to Elohim, definitive for the 
Semitic linguistic destined to dominate Mesopotamia in Agade, Babylon and 
Assyria. The two creatures with heads of rams and bodies of lions stand for 
the Sumerian cities Umma and Lagash. The lion at the top center is located 
at the solar cult center Sippar. The fish and rider are located at an 
unidentified point between Sippar and Gutium. 

Before summarizing the major ethnic protoplasts, we can deal with the 
vassals of Canaan and their respective divisions of the Indo-European stock 
outlined as eleven in Albert C. Baugh's and Thomas Cable's A History of the 
English Language. The list of eleven appears in the second chapter titled 
"The Indo-European Family of Languages." Because of the definitive value 
of Hindu Sanskrit the list begins with the Indians and follows with the 
closely related Iranians. We have reason to believe that these two Satem 
Indo-European stocks were assigned to the signs of the two antelopes in 
Syro-Phoenicia and Gutium. The names of Indo-Aryan names of kings have 
been discovered in Phoenicia; and anthropologists had identified a round- 
headed stock in Indian distinct from the from the long-headed stock 
believed to have come to India from Ariana-Afghanistan. Gutium is the same 
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western Iranian land later known as Media and characterized by the Iranian 
language listed by Baugh. 

The member of Canaan's clan at the head of the Indians of Syro- 
Phoenicia is the "Amorite," variously named Riphath and Seba in Genesis 10 
and Shiva of the Indian Trimurti. A cognate name to "Riphath" appears in 
the later king Ribadda at Gebel on the Levantine coast. Another city on that 
Mediterranean coast, Arvad, takes its name from Shiva's wife Parvati. 
Arvad belongs to a later segment of the Canaanite list naming four 
daughters of Noah and all assigned to previously existing colonies in 
Sumer. The complementary antelope to the one indicating Indian Syro- 
Phoenicia is the Iranian colony in Gutium. At the head of the Iranian colony 
was Canaan's vassal the "Arkite," equivalent to the Sumerian name 
Argandea and referring to Noah's great postdiluvian son Ashkenaz, bearing 
an Iranian name and ranking at the pinnacle of the Indian pantheon as 
Vishnu of the Trimurti. Ashkenaz later appeared as a Gutian king under the 
name Yarlagan or larlaganda. 

The third people listed by Baugh and Cable is the Armenians belonging 
to a more inclusive stock labeled Thraco-Phrygians and accounting for the 
ancient Phrygians west of Armenia and Thracians west of Phrygia. This 
Indo-European division followed the overlord of the scheme Peleg- 
Cernunnus, known as the "Hivite" in the Canaanite list. The root "Hiv" is 
cognate with Peleg's Olympian name Hephaestus. In various pantheons 
Peleg was always associated with fire, the antlers he wears on his head 
possibly symbolic of licking flames. He is Nergal of the Sumerians, Gira or 
Irra of the Akkadians, Resheph of the Canaanites and Hephaestus, the 
Hellenic blacksmith god also linked to the image of fire. 

Cable's fourth branch is the Hellenic. As remote as they seem, the 
Hellenes and Austronesians reveal an affinity based on their distinctive 
focus of Ham and his six sons in the families of the Hellenic heaven Titan 
Uranus and Polynesian-Austronesian heaven god Rangi. A comparison of 
Hellenes and Austronesians is mixing apples and oranges, however, 
because the Hellenes are a smaller Indo-European branch and the 
Austronesians a major non-Indo-European stock. The fish of the Cernunnus 
panel calls to mind the maritime-island character of both Hellenes and 
Austronesians; so we can group them together at the sign of the fish. The 
Fish rider indicates another Indo-European branch together with another 
major stock. The distinct Indo-European branch most closely associated 
with the Hellenes is the Albanian-Illyrian. Coupled with them at the sign of 
the fish rider was another major stock. In considering these non-Indo- 
European stocks we must keep in mind that the original set of stocks was 
eight in number but expanded to eleven requiring at least three such stocks 
to be identified and located. These additional stocks logically numbered 
four because the Indo-European stock was consumed by the use of its 
eleven branches. The extra stocks included Elamo-Dravidians, Caucasians 
(including the Georgians) and Uralics. We can argue from the close 
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proximity of Uralic Hungary to Illyria-Yugoslavia that the major stock at 
the Fish Rider were Uralics as though the Hungarians migrated from the 
Ural Mountain region to Hungary because of an ancient tradition 
connecting them with the Illyrians. 

We have yet to identify the Canaanite heads of the colonies at the fish 
and rider. Here we must hesitate to consider the four daughters of Noah at 
the bottom of the Canaanite list. Because these were also daughters of the 
Mahadevi tetrad, we would expect to find them at the existing colonies 
founded by their mothers in the previous era, namely, Kali's Nippur, Uma's 
Umma, Mahadevi's Lagash and Durga's Ur. Four colonies within Sumer are 
indicated by the serpent, two ram-lions and dog at Nippur. With these 
colonies variously assigned to Noah's daughters we can proceed to identify 
the Canaanite governors at the fish, rider and lion as some combination of 
Heth, the "Jebusite" (Shem) and the "Girgashite" (Eber-Gilgamesh). The 
remaining figure outside Sumer is the stag located in Semitic Martu (Uz) as 
though detached from the double-stag design of Shem's panel. 

The proximity of people referred as Hittites to the Canaanites and 
Hebrews of biblical times has always suggested an association between the 
Indo-European Hittites of Anatolia and West Semites of Martu (Uz). This 
association implies that the stag to the left of Cernunnus represents 
Canaan's son Heth at the head of a Hittite guard together with the Semitic 
protoplast. At the head of the Canaanite list Sidon was in fact Canaan's 
firstborn. His high rank as the Hellenic Olympian Poseidon identifies him as 
the Canaanite governor of the Hellenic-Austronesian combination at the 
sign of the fish. Shem and Eber remain to account for the fish rider and lion 
at Sippar. 

The Albanians at the fish rider reveal significant names down to the 
present day. They are divided into two tribal branches, the Ghegs and 
Toscs. The name Gheg suggests Eber-Gilgamesh, the "Girgashite" of 
Canaan's list. In addition Albania includes a significant set of names: 
Zadrima, Puka and Fan. These match the Latin genealogy of Saturnus, 
Picus and Faunus especially when we consider that the name Saturnus, 
referring to Arphaxad I, derived from the Joktanite name Hadoram. In this 
genealogy Eber-Gilgamesh appears as Shem's third heir Faunus, named 
"Faun" because of his Negroid features derived from his mother Kali. As 
final complement to the other male Canaanites, Shem the "Jebusite" took 
charge of the Egyptian lion at Sippar and complemented his father Noah's 
original colony at the opposite, southern end of Mesopotamia, Eridu. In the 
Great Ennead Shem appears as Seth of Upper (South) Egypt rather than 
some Lower (North) Egyptian god as we might expect from the location at 
northern Sippar. This equivocation over Shem's Egyptian image can be 
explained in terms of events subsequent to the First Kish period--- the Uruk- 
Aratta war and struggle between Gilgamesh and Aka. 

The Indo-European branch most likely to have served Shem at Sippar is 
the Celtic in whose pantheon Shem belongs as the major god Teutates. We 
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will observe Teutates together with four horsemen in the Teutates panel 
below. As for a casual association between Celts and Egyptians at Sippar, 
the Celts were to the western world of Europe what the Hamites were to 
the western world of northern Africa. Some scholars have observed 
affinities between the Celtic Welsh language and Egyptian. The dominant 
Welsh pantheon figure Llyr-Gomer is the same person as Pharaoh Khufu 
("Cheops") of Egyptian Dynasty IV. 

The daughters of Noah can be sketched in by extrapolating the cities 
founded by their mothers: Arvad-Parvati at Kali's Nippur, Hamath- 
Saraswati at Uma's Umma, Zemar-Ganga at Mahadevi's Lagash and Sin- 
Lakshmi at Durga's Ur where the Sumerian moon god Nanna is named 
"Sin" in Semitic. At Ur it is easy to locate Durga's Sino-Tibetans with the 
complementary Indo-Europeans guards-- Tocharians destined to inhabit 
Sinkiang Province. At Nippur the euhemeristic version of Enlil, Cush (Shu 
of the Great Ennead), accounts for black Africa starting with the Cushites of 
Ethiopia, Meluhha of the Sumerians. A corresponding Indo-European guard 
followed Kali's daughter Arvad. If we interpret the canine figure marking 
the Nippur colony as a wolf, that image suggests the Italic Latins with their 
legend of the wolf-suckled Romulus and Remus. The position of the Italic 
Peninsula and Sicily north of the African coast reinforces the premise that 
ancestors of Italics and black Africans once shared the same Mesopotamia 
colony. 

The city of Umma is associated with Uma's daughter Hamath-Saraswati 
and represents the Satem Indo-European Balto-Slavs as guard. Uma's close 
relationship to her son Japheth accounts for the central Slavic focus on 
Japheth as Svarog and his three sons. The additional stock, in this case, is 
the Caucasians of Georgia and adjacent lands. The Slavs were once known 
as Sarmatians from a tribe, the Sauromatae, located in the Caucasus. 
Despite the cogency of this interpretation, the ram-lions of Umma and 
Lagash suggest an overlay of Amerindians and Upper (South) Egyptians. 
For some reason the ancestors of Egypt appear to have been warriors in 
24th and 23rd century Mesopotamia. They clearly serve as soldiers in the 
multiple griffin armies of the Medb and Taranis Panels of the Uruk-Aratta 
war. The opposed postures of Umma and Lagash in the Cernunnus Panel 
suggests that Egyptians and Amerindians were combined in the two cities 
to serve the interests of Indo-European and other stocks settled there in the 
First Kish period. 

The Indo-European guards under Zemar-Ganga at Mahadevi's Lagash 
were the Teutons, a stock bordering on Slavs throughout historic times. The 
antediluvian matriarchs of Umma and Lagash--- white Uma and red 
Mahadevi--- may well have been at odds in the years following the Tower of 
Babel judgment. Mahadevi's diluvian husband Noah had been virtually 
deposed by Uma's son Canaan. When Mahadevi's son Peleg came to power 
in 2338, Uma no doubt resented the way her husband Ham had been 
pushed aside, not to reign at Kish until doing so as Enmebaraggesi after the 
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close of the era in 2308. Thus both Uma and Mahadevi harbored grievances 
at Umma and Lagash at the outset of the First Kish period. This conflict 
between matriarchs translated into Mahadevi-Tiamat's share in the Uruk- 
Aratta was once Uma's son Japheth and his vassals came to power at Uruk 
in 2308. Of all the ways the Uruk-Aratta war can be approached, this 
mutual resentment may be the most definitive. 

Additional features of the Cernunnus panel could be discussed at this 
point; but we need to move on to another of the interior, rectangular panels 
distinct from the two that represent the Uruk Aratta war. The Teutates 
Panel is the most problematic of the Gundestrup sets of images. 

The most important interpretive issue is the setting and theme. It 
now appears that the panel records the sack of Agade by Gutian horsemen 
in the reign of Naram Sin between 2218 and 2188, about a century after 
the Uruk-Aratta war. An internet interpretation views the Gundestrup 
Caldron as insular rather than Gallic, ignores the god Teutates, correctly 
identifies Esus with the Irish hero Cuchullain, mistakenly identifies the 
bearded figure of Taranis in the Taranis panel with King Fergus (insular 
Peleg) and ties the image of the upper register of the panel with a passage 
in the legend of Cuchullain where horses leap over herbage as shown. 
Obviously this interpretation totally disregards the possibility that the 
picture is a Celtic memorial of something that happened in early 
postdiluvian times when the Celtic branch of the Indo-European stock came 
into existence. Another difference between the rival interpretation and mine 
is that the large figure to the left is baptizing a man for war. In our view the 
large figure is Teutates, a god of human sacrifice and is drowning a victim 
on the eve of battle like the sacrifice of Iphigenia in the background of the 
Trojan War. 


Teutates Attack Panel 
The Gallic Tetrad Plus One Figure 
Shem (Teutates), Arphaxad (Taranis), Peleg (Cernunnus), 
Eber(Mider) and Joktan (Esus) 
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The infantry in the lower register bears comparison to the Japhethite 
half of the Guti king list as analyzed in Chapter Three. Seven infantrymen 
followed by three horn blowers symbolize the elite Japhethites of Genesis 
10:2-3 absent the doomed Javanites of 10:4. The Akkadian enemy is 
embodied in the fleeing serpent of the upper register and leaping wolf of 
the lower. These two creatures may be intended to echo the serpent and 
dog or wolf of the Cernunnus panel as representations of the Lower 
Euphrates and Nippur, in other words, Sumer as it stood within the 
Sumero-Akkadian Empire of Naram Sin. The Japhethite infantry have taken 
up a role similar to the one attributed to them as Erechite heroes march to 
Aratta a century or more earlier. All seven are still alive and participating 
literally in the raid on Agade as though it were the new and even more 
offensive Aratta. The Akkadian Empire was founded by the immediate heir 
of Peleg, Reu, after Peleg founded the Aratta half world. In the present 
case, however, Peleg has joined the Japhethite heroes and wears horns 
indicating Gallic Cernunnus. 

The horseman directly in front of Teutates-Shem wears on his helmet 
half a wheel, the sign of Shem's son Arphaxad I-Taranis as shown in the 
Taranis panel. Cernunnus-Peleg rides in front of him. The next horseman is 
Peleg's father Eber, the "Boar Prince," as indicated by the boar on his 
helmet. Leading the cavalry attack, Eber's other son wears a bird, the 
standard avian sign of the Enlilship of the Semitic stock characteristic of 
Joktan both in South Semitic Arabia and North Semitic, Aramaean Syria. He 
has been chosen to lead the assault on East Semitic Agade partly because 
of his Semitic distinction and partly because he is the great Celtic warrior 
Cuchullain. As Japheth's vassal Tubal, Eber reappears in the lower register 
as the seventh infantryman, the one without a shield. He wears the same 
boar insignia on his helmet as in the upper register. As Japheth's vassal 
Meshech, Joktan is also duplicated in one of the infantrymen. 

Our picture of this raid on Agade would be clearer if it were dated in 
respect to Naram Sin's reign. We have suggested that the Gutian ninety-one 
years overlapped the last thirty years of the Akkadian fifty-six after 
beginning in the year 2218. In that respect the raid could have occurred at 
any time between 2218 and 2188. We can search the Gutian king list to 
observe which reign best fits the concept of a raid on Agade. The Gutian 
kings represented an anti-Akkadian alliance like the ones that had fought 
and lost to Sargon in the Aegean and to Manishtushu in Arabia. Finally such 
an alliance was about to succeed against Naram Sin, Shem's fifth heir 
Nahor I. 

The return of the Japhethite seven to the same role that they played at 
Uruk suggests that they constituted a warrior caste like the kshatriyas of 
India. In fact suggestions of the traditional four-point caste system are 
scattered throughout Genesis 9-10. The curse of servitude that Noah places 
on Canaan implies that Noah intended to make Canaan a sudra outcaste. 
The four sons of Ham are sequenced in 10:6 to suggest all four castes with 
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Cush as the Brahmin priest of the chief Sumerian god Enlil and outcaste 
Canaan at the bottom despite having been Ham's heir. Mizraim holds 
second place as the warrior kshatriya in keeping with his leadership in 
attacking Uruk in the time of Gilgamesh. The text of "Gilgamesh and Agga" 
ends surprisingly as Gilgamesh praises Aka for abandoning the siege of 
Uruk despite being a man of war: 


Gilgamesh, the lord of Kullab, 
Says to Agga: 
"Agga, my lieutenant, 
Agga, my army general, 
Agga, you have filled with grain the fleeing bird, 
Agga, you have given me breath, you have given me life, 
Agga, you have brought the fugitive to your lap." 
(The Sumerians, 190) 


The Cushite clan of 10:7 appears to be thoroughly Brahmin from the 
high priest of Enlil-Elohim, Cush, to all four survivors of the Flood. Nimrod's 
god Ninurta-Ningirsu figures to have been a god of the kshatriya caste in 
particular; so Shem's assault on the cult of Ningirsu at Lagash carried the 
implication of a Brahmin--- in fact the god Brahma--- disciplining the warrior 
caste in the priesthood of the warrior god. 

Although the two panels depict father and daughter, these two are on 
opposite sides of the Uruk-Aratta conflict.. Arphaxad I-Taranis serves the 
cause of Uruk along with Lugh-Japheth in order to preserve the cause of 
Japheth's city and its Eanna Dynasty. Taranis' wheel attribute bears the 
Same meaning as the moon, chief attribute of Arphaxad's pantheon identity 
as Nanna, moon god of Ur and Sumer generally. Both the moon and wheel 
symbolize the passage of time and its revolutions. In this case the rebels at 
Aratta are refusing to accept the new Eanna regime in an attempt to hold 
on to a version of Peleg-Kingu's First Kish order. The Medb Panel depicts 
Inanna at the head of the cause of Aratta because she embodies the Inanna 
Succession that brought Peleg to power as Shem's fourth heir. The conflict 
is with Arphaxad because of the threat he poses, in theory, to cancel the 
Inanna Succession and redirect the imperial line of Shem through his son 
Obal-Utu rather than his daughter Uzal-Inanna. Whether Arphaxad 
possessed the authority to accomplish this change is a moot point: Peleg, 
Mahadevi and Inanna evidently thought that he did. Meanwhile Shem's 
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The Taranis Panel 
Taranis (Arphaxad I) and Lugh (Japheth) 
Progress of the Uruk-Aratta War Around Haran 


The Medb Panel 
Medb (Inanna) Daughter of Arphaxad I 
Progress of the Uruk-Aratta War Around Aratta (in northwestern Iran) 


second and third heirs-- Salah and Eber-- perceived no such threats and 
served as Japheth's loyal adherents in their roles as Lugalbanda and Tubal 
vassal of Japheth. 

By shifting attention from Peleg-Kingu, Mahadevi-Tiamat and Salah- 
Marduk to Arphaxad and Inanna, the two Celtic panels reveal that the 
Uruk-Aratta war of 2302 to 2296 was a world war subject to different 
interpretations by different nations. The Egyptians retained their own 
version distinct from both the Sumero-Akkadian and Celtic versions. The 
Sumerian version attributes victory to the seven implicitly Japhethite heroes 
of Uruk, their leader Lugalbanda-Salah and their Erechite king Enmerkar. 
The Celtic version shifts attention, not only to Arphaxad, but to five griffin 
armies made up of combined "avian" Semites and "leonine" Hamite proto- 
Egyptians. This emphasis derives from the way ancestors of the Celts 
shared the colony of Sippar with proto-Egyptians in the First Kish period. 
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The two panels reveal a much later stage of the war than do the 
Sumerian epics of Lugalbanda and Enmerkar. In fact they may well depict 
the moment in 2296 when the Aratta rebels capitulated. There is no 
evidence of the eight Erechite heroes. Arphaxad has entered the contest 
and Inanna has taken control of Aratta. The griffin armies have been 
formed; and two theaters of the war exist in Syrian Mesopotamia as well as 
Aratta. Our task is to suggest how we get from the scene of the two epics 
not long after 2302 to the closing stages of the war in 2296. 

A hint of the change occurs in Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta where 
the latter character representing Peleg claims the patronage of Inanna as 
though she has abandoned the cause of Uruk: 


“Messenger, address your king, the lord of Kulab, and say to him: 

"It is I whom the great neck-stock of heaven, the Queen of Heaven 

and Earth, 

"" The goddess of the myriad powers, Holy Inana 

“" Brought to Aratta, the mountain of the inviolate powers; 

"'T whom she made block the entrance to the highlands as a great 

door! 

"" Why then should Aratta submit to Unug! 

“'There can be no submission of Aratta to Unug! Tell him that!' 
(Epics of Sumerian Kings, 69) 


Although the Marduk Epic attributes the rebellion to Tiamat-Mahadevi 
and Kingu-Peleg, this version of Peleg brings in Inanna from the outset; so 
Medb-Inanna's role in the Celtic artifact has merely expanded from an 
original political premise. 

As for the Erechite heroes, we can assume that five of them have taken 
command of the griffin armies. The real question is what brought Arphaxad 
into the conflict in opposition to his daughter. The one transparent 
connection between Arphaxad and Uruk lies in the Joktanite clan where 
Arphaxad appears as Hadoram. In fact that identity is Arphaxad's only 
appearance in the Genesis 10 system. The Arphaxad of Genesis 10:22 is his 
heir Salah. Joktan, lord of the clan named for him, functioned as 
Meskiaggasher-Meshech, "son" and vassal as Japheth-Utu. Although 
membership in the clan did not keep Uzal-Inanna from joining the Aratta 
rebellion, her father and son--- Hadoram Arphaxad and Salah-Diklah--- took 
up the cause of Uruk with alacrity. The only oddity in this political situation 
is that Sumerian tradition fails to connect Arphaxad-Nanna with the conflict 
and, in fact, concentrates only on the earliest stages of the war. 

The griffin armies are five in number. The three in the Taranis Panel are 
headed west as though pursuing fugitives to the Syro-Phoenician coast. The 
two leopards figure as enemy armies of Aratta who have attempted to 
attack the position at Haran but are rushing back eastward to defend Aratta 
after getting word that its defenses are collapsing. The ram-headed serpent 
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seems allusive to the Cernunnus panel as though representing Aratta 
fugitives originally recruited from the serpent of the Lower Euphrates and 
one or more of the ram heads at Umma and Lagash, the latter inhabited by 
Tiamat-Mahadevi's Amerindian people. The two griffin armies of the Medb 
Panel stand for Erechite forces which have pinned down a sallying army 
from Aratta symbolized by another wild feline like the two in the Taranis 
panel. In reconstructing what has happened, we can interpret the three 
wild felines as armies from Aratta sent out to combat the three griffin 
armies near Haran. In the meantime two more griffin armies have been 
raised up and intercept one of the feline armies near Aratta. The two 
elephants on either side of Medb represent Enmerkar's original force 
besieging Aratta directly as reported in Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta. 

We can speculate further on the leadership of all eight armies on the 
move--- five in service of Uruk and three in service of Aratta. If we except 
the identifiable anthropomorphic figures of Taranis, Lugh and Medb, the 
remaining zoomorphic creatures total eleven as though recruited or led 
from each of the original colonies of the First Kish order. If this coincidence 
holds true to its apparent meaning, we have acquired the means to 
establish how the Aratta half world was shaped from what remained of 
Peleg's First Kish regime after its lapse in 2308. Four of the colonies 
represented by three wild felines and the ram-headed serpent formed the 
populace of the Aratta faction. From the serpent of the Lower Euphrates 
comes the Sino-Tibetans of Durga's city Ur. Amerindians from Mahadevi- 
Tiamat's Lagash have joined with the Sino-Tibetans to form the ram-headed 
serpent. 

The three wild felines, whatever their popular make-up, represent three 
colonies that joined the Aratta rebellion from the outset. In addition to Sino- 
Tibetans and Amerindians the protoplasts exiled after the fall of Aratta 
were Altaics, Austronesians and black Africans. Our analysis of the 
Cernunnus panel locates these protoplasts at Gutium, the place of the fish 
and Nippur. Significantly all of these colonies lie in the eastern half of the 
panel; and the Altaics of Gutium lay not far from Aratta compared to other 
colonies. Geographic proximity played a role, therefore, in Peleg's 
recruitment of Aratta rebels. We can conclude that the three wild felines of 
the two panels derived from the Austronesian colony at the fish, black 
Africans from Nippur and Altaics from Gutium. The Semitic- Hamitic- 
Sumerian monopoly over lands of the Fertile Crescent began in this way. 

The eventual execution of Ham's four sons suggests that they led the 
four individual rebel colonies under the central leadership of Peleg, 
Mahadevi and Inanna. At Nippur Kali's son Cush became the logical leader 
of ancestors bound for black Africa. In Gutium the Altaics owed their 
allegiance after 2359 to Canaan, the Anu of the Akkadian and Hurrian 
traditions. Among the Polynesian branch of the Austronesian stock, the high 
popularity of Mizraim as Tangaroa indicates that this yellow son of Ham led 
the Austronesian protoplast from the place of the fish. Ham's son Put 
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complemented his full brother Canaan by taking command of the combined 
Sino-Tibetans and Amerindians of the ram-headed serpent. 

Their enemies-- the loyalist griffin armies-- logically followed some 
combination of five members of the Erechite heroes. If we add the two 
elephants to this process, all seven members of Japheth's Genesis 10:2 clan 
served in this way. Aside from King Enmerkar, the commander-in-chief of 
seven Erechite armies was the central hero Lugalbanda-Marduk, who does 
not appear among the vassals of Japheth. The seven colonies that remained 
loyal to the Erechite regime were the Sumerians of Kish, proto-Egyptians at 
Sippar and Umma, Semites of Martu (Uz), the Syro-Phoenician colony 
guarded by East Indians, the colony at the place of the fish rider and even 
the colony signified by the serpent of the Lower Euphrates. The rebel ram- 
headed serpent consisted of a rebel colony of Lagash together with 
individual recruits from the Amerindian faction of Umma and Sino-Tibetans 
from Ur. The only colonies won to the rebellion en toto were Gutium, 
Nippur, Lagash and the place of the fish. 

An analysis of which Japhethite led which of the Erechite armies will 
add to the cultural image of Japheth's family. Joktan-Meshech's bird 
insignia in the Teutates panel reveals that he had always been a leader of 
Semites from the Uruk-Aratta war forward. The five Semitic-Hamitic, griffin 
armies formed around him. If he joined Japheth's three sons and grandson 
Javan, it was because of some genetic link to Japheth through the mother 
that distinguished him from his brother Peleg. As we have seen, much of 
the animus behind the war arose from personal animosity between 
Mahadevi and Uma as rival mothers of Ham and Shem. Joktan-Meshech's 
role in creating the griffin armies arose from his being Japheth's half 
brother as a son of Uma by his father Eber-Tubal. The final three members 
of the Japhethite clan won their way into the clan by marriage. Eber united 
with Japheth's mother Uma to beget Joktan-Meshech and his full brother 
Tiras. 

As a distinct triad, the family of Tubal, Meshech and Tiras account for 
the trio of griffin armies assembled in the Taranis panel and in the act of 
pursuing fugitives toward Syro-Phoenicia. That alignment explains how 
Joktan, as Shem's vassal Aram, won a place for his Aramaeans in Syria. The 
four members of Japheth's natural family account for the leadership of the 
two elephant armies and two griffin armies besieging Aratta in the Medb 
panel. Their presence in northwestern Iran explains how Magog left his 
name Hurricano (Rudra) in the land of Hyrcania south of the Caspian; 
Madai, in the land of Media roughly equivalent to Gutium; Javan's son 
Caradoc's name, in the Kardouchi or Kurds of Kurdistan; and Gomer-Llyr, in 
the Lurs of Luristan. Japheth already possessed a link to Iranian Elam 
through his diluvian marriage with Kali; but the conquest of Aratta 
strengthened his hold on the mountainous land east of Mesopotamia. 

We can even take the alignment of Japhethite nations in Iran as a 
retroactive guide to which Japhethite led which army in the siege of Aratta. 
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The location of Kurdistan to the northwest places Javan and his son over the 
elephant army to the left in the Medb panel. The location of Luristan in the 
southwest identifies Gomer as leader of the complementary griffin army to 
the left. The northeastern position of Hyrcania places Magog over the 
elephant army to the right. An apparent breakdown of this process occurs 
in the case of Madai and Media until we note the historical alliance between 
Medes and Persians. The latter race descended from the valley of Parhasa 
to inhabit Persia proper, to the southeast of Elam and therefore to the 
southeast of the entire scheme in keeping with Madai's leadership over the 
griffin army to the right. The designer of the Gundestrup system understood 
that great precedents were being established by the outcome of the Uruk- 
Aratta war. 

A similar analysis can be applied to the three griffin armies of the 
Taranis panel. As patriarch of Aramaean Syria, Joktan-Meshech-Aram led 
the griffin army to the left. As Eber, father of the Hebrews, Tubal colonized 
Hebrew Paddan-Aram as leader of the central griffin army south of Haran. 
The obscure second son Tiras took the griffin to the east and may have had 
a role to play in the origin of Assyria, east of Syrian Mesopotamia. The 
connection lies in Tiras' name Tyrsenos among the sons of Atys (Eber) in 
Asia Minor. The Tyrsenoi are supposed by some to have been the original 
tribe of the Rasena or Etruscans before their migration to Italy. The 
Assyrians connected themselves with the family of Atys by claiming control 
of Ludu or Lydia named for Joktan and Tiras' brother Lud-Peleg in the 
system of Genesis 10:2. Furthermore the name Rasena--- the Etruscans' 
own name for themselves-- calls to mind "Resen," one of the cities of 
Nimrod-Asshur's Assyrian foundation in Genesis 10:12. 


The Bull Sacrifice Panel 
Three Campaigns Against the Akkadian Empire 


At the interior base of the Caldron is another depiction of a diminutive 
warrior attacking a giant bull from above. The bull in all these cases 
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symbolizes the Akkadian Empire as wedded to the lunar cultus that gave 
Naram Sin the second part of his name. When Naram Sin became Narmer 
of Egypt, his Narmer Palette was decorated at the top with bovine heads; 
and a scene on one face shows a bull subduing a victim. The present Bull 
Sacrifice panel is clearly intended to record a triad process with the same 
political premise in all three cases--- the attempt by the Noachic elite of 
Genesis 10 to avenge Shem for his humiliation at the hands of Nimrod- 
Sargon. We have seen that the lunar cult centering in Arphaxad I meant the 
lunar principle of revolutions in time. Naram Sin served this principle to 
make good on the claim that Akkadian innovations were legitimate 
revolutions--- the claim always made by cultists. One of the key innovations 
in direct violation of all Noahic precedent was the extension of the era of 
thirty years to a sixty-year era resulting in the 56 years attributed to both 
Sargon and Naram Sin. 

The three identical scenes of bull sacrifice reflect three attempts to 
overthrow the Akkadian Empire--- the one in the Olympian Aegean in the 
reign of Sargon, the one in Arabia against Manishtushu and the sack of 
Agade in the reign of Naram Sin. Significantly the Hebrew counterpart to 
the lunar principle is the divine name El Shaddai. By dealing with God 
according to this name Abraham retained a vestige of his Akkadian ancestry 
though his grandfather Nahor I, the Genesis 11 name of Naram Sin. 
Instead of a meaningless association, this background continued to haunt 
Abraham with the abduction of his cousin Lot in a raid from Iran including 
the Gutians under the name "Goyyim." In this sense the anti-Akkadian cause 
continued to linger on even beyond the time of the Guti Dynasty. The 
designer of the Gundestrup Caldron has worked up his emphatic triad 
structure in order to tell us about this cause--- a cause so intense that it 
eventually led to the Iranian bull-slaying religion of Mithraism. 

Each of the vertical structures in this design contains exactly the same 
combination of a leopard above, a large standing bull, a dog below and a 
human figure with raised sword as though to strike the bull. The leopards 
and dogs are fleeing to the left as though threatened by the same sword. In 
that sense, the design takes on the character of a hunting scene as well as a 
ritual sacrifice. In each case the leopard stands for Nimrod-Sargon, founder 
of the hated empire. Nimrod the "Mighty Hunter" has now become the 
hunted. The dogs below, running in parallel with the leopard, represent 
either Naram Sin or his father Manishtushu. 

In the Cernunnus panel the dog stands for Nippur and its population 
bound eventually for black Africa. That continent yields two tribe names 
identical to the two Indian names Waddell gives Sargon and Manishtushu, 
namely Sagara and Asa-Manja. Near the center of the continent, the Manja 
suggest that Manishtushu-Menes colonized, not only Egypt but black Africa 
as well. Thus the dogs running at the base of each vertical structure stand 
for the Empire in the time of Manishtushu. As an Empire the Akkadian no 
doubt made use of foreign nations distinct from the East Semitic Akkadians 
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themselves to win its victories. Thus Manishtushu made use of black 
Africans in his conquest of Arabia. The same logic applies to the leopards 
representing Sargon's version of the empire and the bulls representing 
Naram Sins. 

We could identify the ethnic value of the leopards of Sargon's empire 
more easily if we knew what they represent in the Taranis panel. In the 
analysis of that panel above, we conclude that the three wild felines 
represent Altaics, Austronesians and black Africans. After eliminating black 
Africans as Manishtushu's foreign army, we can recognize that the 
Austronesians were the body of foreigners who served Sargon in this way. 
Several evidences converge on this point: Nimrod-Reu's Maori identity as 
Rehua; the names of the two chief islands of the Palaus, Babelthuap and 
Urukthapel; and even the river name Sangarius in Phrygia as an echo of 
Polynesia Tangaroa-Mizraim along with the three names Ion, Helius and 
Orion that Nimrod left in Asia Minor at the time of his Aegean War. 
Therefore the Aegean War is represented in the Bull Sacrifice Panel both as 
the first column in the row of verticals and the leopards at the tops of all 
three verticals. 

The bull images at the center of each column represent whatever 
foreign nation served Naram Sin in his version of the empire. As the ethnic 
counterpart to the lunar cult of Ur, these could only be Durga's people, the 
Sino-Tibetans. Whatever the schedule by which Sino-Tibetans were exiled 
to Arabia and the Ganges must take into account Naram Sin's use of these 
people as late as 2188. A distinct possibility is that he used only a part of 
the stock such as the Chinese Han or Mandarin. If the Han, his army took 
its name from the Amorite name of Ham--- Hanu. If the Mandarin, they took 
their name from Mandaru, the Amorite name of Ham's Asian son Mizraim. 
We have seen Ham and Mizraim grouped together as Enmebaraggesi and 
Aka of Kish in the early Eanna period after 2308. Kish lay not far from 
Agade in Akkad. Logically Aka-Mandaru took command of the Mandarin 
from that point forward and left them in the land of Akkad for Akkadian use 
specifically by Naram Sin. In fact the three chief Akkadian emperors were 
distinguished as much by ethnic following as by chronology within the 56 
years common to both Sargon and Naram Sin. Sargon set off to the west at 
the head of an army of Austronesians; Manishtushu conquered the Arabian 
kings at the head of ancestors of black Africa; and Naram Sin carried out 
his conquests over Elam and other lands at the head of ancestors of the 
proud Mandarin Chinese. 


Chapter Five 
Identifications of the Noachic Elite 
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Chapter Two covers the same ground as the present chapter by 
establishing many of the chief identities of the Noachic elite in a 
commentary on the text of Genesis 10. However it makes no attempt at 
comprehensiveness in listing all the identities known to me. 


Noah: Aeétes King of Colchis in the Hellenic Argonautica; father of Absyrtus 
(Asir) and Medea (Isis) 
Alalu} MHurrian father of Kumarbi (Shem). Cast out of 
heaven by Anu (Canaan) after a reign of nine years (2368-2359) 
Anu Subarian heaven god; priest of An (El Elyon) at the time of 
claiming Subaria on the Upper Tigris a few years after the Flood 
Apsu personified primordial sea in Akkadian Marduk Epic; outraged 
father of Ham in story equivalent to Genesis 9:20-27 
Baiame Australian father of Daramulun (Riphath-Tamula) 
Bai-Ulgan variant of Altaic Kudai Bai Ulgon 
Dagan Ugaritic and Philistine fish god; father of Aliyan Bal (Shem) 
and Anath (Hamath) 
Dedan vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 
Didanu Amorite king 
Etana Sumerian king of First Kish; father of Balih (Shem) 
Geb Egyptian earth god of the Great Ennead 
Glooskap Algonquian hero. See Lehab. 
Himavan Indian god of the Himalayas; father of Parvati and Ganga 
Indra Indian storm god 
Kudai Bai Ulgén Altaic creator god 
Kudda Sumerian king of Fourth Uruk 
Lehab vassal of Mizraim in Genesis 10:13 
Nun Egyptian equivalent to Apsu; husband of Naunet 
(Mahadevi) in the primordial Ogdoad of 
Hermopolis 
Siton variant name of Dagan 
Ukko _— Finnish sky god 
Ukkutahesh king of Awan in Dynasty III periodO 
Ukush king of Umma in Dynasty III period; father of 
Lugalzaggesi (Shem) 
Uta-napishtim Akkadian version of Ziusudra in Epic of 
Gilgamesh 
Viracocha Peruvian father god 
Ziusudra Ark-builder in Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh 


Shem: Adad_ Syrian storm god equivalent to Ugaritic Aliyan Bal 
Aliyan Bal Ugaritic storm god 
Amun husband of Amaunet (Durga) in Egyptian Ogdoad of Hermopolis 


Amun Re — Egyptian sun god of Thebes; lord of the Egyptian colony at 
Sipper 
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Anzu "thief of the Enlilship" (control of the Semitic stock) in the 


Akkadian Myth of Zu 


Argl variant of Balto-Slavic Sem 

Balih Sumerian ruler of First Kish 

BrahmalIndian creator god of the Trimurti; postdiluvian re 
creator ofthe Indo-European linguistic stock 

Dadasig Sumerian ruler of First Kish; name combining 
Syrian Dadawith Eddic Sig 

Dada_ variant of Syrian Adad 

DardanusHellenic brother of Hermes (Ham) and 


Lacedaemon (Japheth) 


Hangwehdiyu Iroquois creator wind-god 
Harharu§ Amorite king 
Herakles Hellenic demigod; father of Hyllus (Hul) and 


Agathyrsus (Gether) 


Ishkur Sumerian storm god 

Jebus vassal of Canaan in Genesis 10:16 

Kumarbi  MHurrian god who "swallows the genitals of 
Anu," that is, takes five heirs from the male line of 


Canaan 


Lugalzaggesi Sumerian ruler of Third Uruk, son of Ukush (Noah) 
Melchizedek king of Salem in Genesis 14:18; priest of El Elyon 
Mummu vizier of Apsu in Marduk Epic 

Phra Ram Thai brother of Phra Lak Japheth) 


Raamah vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 

Sem Balto-Slavic god 

Seth son of Geb (Noah) in the Egyptian Great Ennead 
Sig Eddic variant of Thor 

Tar Old Prussian version of Thor 

Taru Hittite storm god 


Teutates member of the Gallic tetrad together with Taranis 
(Arphaxad), Cernunnus (Peleg) and Esus (Joktan) 
Thor Teutonic storm god; father of Magni (Uz), Hullr (Hul) and 


Madhe (Mash) 


Ham: 


Tos Khan Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgén 
Zeus Hellenic Olympian sky and storm god 


Ao-PingChinese Ocean Dragon King 

Anshar father of Anu in Akkadian Marduk Epic 

Bera king of Amorite Sodom in Genesis 14:2 

Cauca Mayan Bacab of the yellow south 

Dumuzi the Shepherd antediluvian ruler at Badtibira 
EnmebaraggesiSumerian ruler listed at the end of First Kish, 


but actually ruling at the start of the Eanna period at Kish; 
father of Aka (Mizraim) 


Er Kanim Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 
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Gurmu inscriptional name of grandfather of Ur- 
Nanshe (Heth) at Lagash 
Hangwehdaetgah evil brother of Iroquois Hangwehdiyu 
(Shem) 


Hanu Amorite king 
Havilah vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 
Heh husband of Hauhet (Uma) in Egyptian 
primordial 

Ogdoad of Hermopolis 
Hellen Hellenic son of Iapetus; eponym of the Hellenes 
Hermes Hellenic Olympian god; brother of Dardanus 
(Shem) 

and Lacedaemon (Japheth) 
Kama Indian god of love 
Raki variant of Rangi 
Rangi Maori sky god 
Tamusi Kalina Carib god 
Tammuz Semitic version of Dumuzi the Shepherd 
Uranus Hellenic heaven Titan; father of Iapetus 


Yima Kshaéta_ early Persian ruler; father of Thraétaona 
(Canaan) 


Japheth: AtyacskaArany Hungarian god 
Atab Sumerian ruler of First Kish; father of Mashda 
(Madai) 
Atum Re Egyptian sun god of Lower (North) Egypt at Heliopolis; 
head of the Great Ennead 
Fornjot Teutonic "Foreign Giant"; father of Hler (Gomer), 
Logi 
(Madai) and Kari (Magog) 
Hatanish ruler of Hamazi in Sumerian Dynasty III 
period 
Chedorlaomer Elamite king in the Abrahamic war 
narrative starting in Genesis 14:1 


Inti Peruvian sun god; son of Viracocha 
Kek husband of Kauket (Kali) in primordial Ogdoad of 
Hermopolis 


Lacedaemon Hellenic brother of Dardanus (Shem) and 
Hermes (Ham); eponym of the Lacedaemonians (Spartans) 
Lahmu Akkadian "father" of Anshar (Ham) and Kishar 
(Uma), 
in reality his brother and mother but arranged for 
the effect of ascending rank 
Lugh Gallic god; Taranis' assistant in the Taranis Panel 
Luh-ishan ruler of the Awan (Elamite) Dynasty in the 
Sumerian Dynasty III period 
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Malsumis variant of Maslum 
Masluh vassal of Mizraim in Genesis 10:14 
Maslum Algonquian "brother" of Glooskap (Noah-Lehab) 
Mesilim Sumerian early ruler of Kish, not listed in the King 
List 
Ningishzida( Adapa Myth “Gishzida”)Sumerian god of daybreak 
Phra Lak Thai brother of Phra Ram (Shem) 
Re-Harakhte Egyptian "Horus of the Two Horizons" from 


whose supposed accession date the Uruk-Aratta war 
was dated in the 336th year; god of the nome of Edfu 
in Upper (South) Egypt 


Sheba vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 

Snefru Egyptian founder of Dynasty IV 

Snofru variant of Snefru 7 

Suilap Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 

Sumuabu "Shem Is My Father," variant of Zuabu 

Svarog Slavic smith god; father of Dazhbog (Gomer), Stribog 
(Magog) and Svarogich, "Son of Svarog" (Madai) 


Ubartutu. Sumerian king of Shuruppak shortly before the 
Flood. (Because the Ark was built at Shuruppak, 


Japheth's mythical reign as Re-Harakhte was dated 
from the year the Ark was begun in 2638, long before he was 
born). 


Zuabu Amorite king 


Gomer: Cheops Hellenic variant of Khufu 
Dazhbog Slavic sun god; son of Svarog 
Gumalum ruler of Syrian Ebla 
Himerus' Hellenic son of Lacedaemon 


Hler Teutonic sea god; son of Fornjot 
Khufu Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 
Kon Peruvian rain god; son of Inti 
Lagomar  Elamite god 

Llyr Welsh sea god 


Lugalure Sumerian ruler of Dynasty III period 


Magog Anubis Egyptian jackal god of the nome of Cynopolis 

("Dog City") 

Hurricano Carib wind god 

Kalibum "Dog," Sumerian ruler of First Kish Dynasty 

Kari Amazonian culture hero 

Kari Teutonic wind god; son of Fornjot 

Kurum Gutian ruler 

Mango-Capac Peruvian founder of Inca Dynasty; son of Inti 

Rudra Iranian wind god 

Stribog Slavic wind God; son of Svarog 
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Madai: Agni Indian fire god 
Ahura Mazda Iranian god of light and goodness 
Chipiapoos Algonquian god of the dead 
Mashda Sumerian ruler of First Kish; son of Atab 
Pacha Kamag Peruvian creator of earth; son of Inti 
Svarogich Slavic fire god; "Son of Svarog" 


Javan: Bran Welsh son of Llyr 
Ibranum Gutian ruler 
Redjedef Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty IV 


Tubal: See Eber below. 
Meshech: See Joktan below. 
Tiras: Nyneter Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
Tirigan Gutian ruler 
Tyrsenos Hellenic eponym of the Tyrsenoi; son of Atys 


Ashkenaz: Abazu Amorite king 
Argandea Sumerian king of Dynasty III period; "son" of 


Lugalure 
Iason Hellenic leader of the Argonautic expedition to 
Colchis 
Ix Mayan Bacab of the black west 
Kanati Cherokee hunter god 


Kwikumat Yuman creator god from the sea 
Quetzalcoatl Aztec god of priests 

Markandeya Indian ruler 

Mes-gande Sumerian ruler of Uruk in Dynasty III period 


Skan Siouan creator god 

Vishnu Indian sustainer god of the Trimurti 

Wabasso Algonquin god 

Wakanda variant of Wakan-Tanka 

Wakan-Tanka Dakotan god divided into sixteen persona 
Wash Libyan enemy of Narmer 

Yarilo Slavic love god 

Yarlagan variant of Yarlaganda 


Yashil Khan Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 


Riphath: Absyrtus son of Aeétes, king of Colchis, in Argonautic tradition 


Adamu Amorite king 

Adapa Sumerian ritual sinner 

Amor vassal of Canaan in Genesis 10: 16 

Asir Egyptian god of the Great Ennead; son of Geb 


Daramulun Australian god; son of Baiame 
Dionysus Hellenic Olympian wine god 
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Dumuzi-abzu Sumerian god; son of the female 
Dumuzi-abzu 

Fufluns Etruscan wine god 

Ibate Gutian ruler 

Kara Khan Altaic "Black Prince"; son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 

Khasekhem Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 

Khenti-Amentiu Egyptian version of Asir at Thinis-Abydos 

Mictlantecuhtli Aztec god of the underworld 

Mulac Mayan Bacab of the white north 

Olifat Micronesian culture hero 

Pathrus vassal of Mizraim in Genesis 10:14 

Sabazios Thracian wine god 

Seba vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 

Shiva Indian destroyer god of the Trimurti 

Shiva Pashupati Dravidian god in India 

Tamula god of the Kalina Caribs; brother of Tamusi 


The resemblance between this seal and the Cernunnus Panel of the 
Gundestrup Caldron is so obvious that the Wikipedia article from which this 
image comes places the two images together for comparison. Riphath, son 
of Noah and Kali, was the genetic patriarch of the Elamo-Dravidian race 
known as Tamils in modern India. In this seal the Dravidians picture him as 
a counterpart to Peleg-Cernunnus of the First Kish period as though they 
conceived of the Indus as counterpart to the Euphrates. 

The four animals above are a rhinoceros, ox, elephant and tiger. These 
index ethnic groups in some stage of the early postdiluvian colonization of 
India. The exilic peoples from fallen Aratta made their way from Iran to 
Arabia and then settled on the Ganges rather than the Indus before 
colonizing Siberia, China and Austronesia. Riphath was half brother to 
Ashkenaz, the great colonist of the Noachic world family. Hindu mythology 
places both brothers in the supreme Trimurti along with their antediluvian 
half brother Shem, Brahma the Originator (creator if the Indo-European 
stock). No linguistic connection exists between Indo-European and Elamo- 
Dravidian languages; and that may be one reason why the Dravidians treat 
Shiva Pashupati as a separate complement to Peleg-Cernunnus. 


Togarmah: Anhur Egyptian version of Horus the Elder, son of Geb 
in the Great Ennead 
Birsha king of Gomorrah in Genesis 14:2 
Burca Khan Altaic son of Bai-Ulgan 


Har Egyptian Horus the Elder; son of Geb in the 
Great Ennead 
Kan Mayan Bacab of the red east 


Pyrshak Khan Altaic son of Kudai Bai Ulgon 
Sahlamu Amorite king 
Sokar Egyptian god of the dead 
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Tuge Sumerian ruler at Kish in Dynasty III period 
Cappadocian wine god 
Xiuhtecuhtli Aztec "Turquoise Lord," the "old god" of fire 
and hearth 


Sources on the shamanist mythology of the Altaics yield two different 
sets of sons for the Noah figure Kudai Bai Ulgon or Bai-Ulgan. A study of 
the two lists shows that the difference arose from political conflict between 
Shem and Ham at work on separate traditions of the sons of Noah. The 
Shemite faction is reflected in the list attributed to Kudai Bai Ulgon. The 
sons in this list includes the following: 


Tos Khan Shem as "Prince of White Horses" as son of Noah and 

Uma 

Suilap Japheth (as North Teutonic and Uralic source of 

Suiones and Lapps) 

Kara Khan "Black Prince," Riphath as son of Noah and Kali 

Pyrshak Khan "Prince of Brown [or Red] Horses," Togarmah as 

son of Noah and Mahadevi: Altaic cognate to Amorite 
name Birsha 

Kirghiz Khan Eber (Gilgamesh) as Girgash of the Canaanite list 

in Genesis 10:16 (See Chapter Six for the original meaning 
of "Kirghiz Khan"). 

The list omits Ham and his sons, who appear in the other list assigned to 
the variant name Bai-Ulgan: 


Burga Khan Togarmah 

Yashil Khan Ashkenaz 

Karakus Cush ("Black Cush") 

Karsit Canaan 

Puru Kan Peleg (Puluga) 

Er Kanim Ham, Bera king of Sodom; Enmebaraggesi of the 
early Eanna period at Kish 

Bakti Kan Aka, Mizraim as son of Enmebaraggesi at Kish 


The name Karsit has eluded interpretation; but process of elimination 
suggests Canaan as the third son of Ham at the head of a Genesis 10 clan. 
The only patriarch common to both lists is Togarmah, Ham's postdiluvian 
full brother as son of Noah and Mahadevi. Togarmah stands in the same 
relation to Ham as Ashkenaz to Shem and Japheth. Eber is to Shem's list 
what Peleg is to Ham's, yielding another political insight into the period 
between 2338 and 2278 when Peleg was at the center of world politics. 


Elishah: Agenor Hellenic son of Poseidon and Libya 
Aliche Siberian dragon god 
Alkhla variant of Aliche 
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Arakho variant of Alkhla 

Hela Teutonic son of Loki 

Melam-kish Sumerian ruler at First Kish; son of 
Enmenunna 

Pelasgos Hellenic eponym of the Pelasgians 


Kitt: Cadmus Hellenic son of Agenor 
Khetm Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh 
Lugal-kitun Sumerian ruler at Uruk in the Dynasty III 
Tarshish: Enkidu Sumerian servant of Gilgamesh 
Fenris Teutonic son of Loki 
Lugal-Tarsi Sumerian ruler at Uruk in the Dynasty III 
Phoenix Hellenic son of Agenor 
Rodan: Danaus Hellenic son of Belus (Salah) son of Poseidon 
and Libya 
Jormagandr Teutonic son of Loki 
Ro Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh 
Cush: Ao-Shun Chinese Ocean Dragon King 
Chernobog Slavic "Black God" 
Djer Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 
Enlil Air god; chief deity of Sumerian pantheon; 
chief priest of Hamite version of Elohim, the 
name of God proper to the Semitic linguistic stock 
Hunab-ku Mayan god; "father" of Itzamna (Noah) in 
keeping with the feudal order of Genesis 10:7 
Hyperion Hellenic sun Titan; son of Uranus (Ham); 
father of Helius ("Sun") (Nimrod) 
Iku Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Karakus Altaic "son" of Bai-Ulgan (Noah) 
Ku Hawaiian war god 
Pan Hellenic shepherd god; son of Olympian Hermes 
(Ham) 
Quirinus Roman father of Mars (Nimrod) 
Shu Air god; second god of the Egyptian Great 
Ennead 


Tane-mahuta Polynesian "Father of Forests"; 
son of Rangi (Ham) 
Tapio Finnish forest god 
Tezcatlipoca Aztec "god of the smoking mirror"; god of 
political sovereignty; god with red (Ham) 


and black (Kali) face 


Tupan eponym of the Amazonian Tupi; brother of 
Guaran, 
"Warrior" (in Spanish) (Canaan) 
Vidar Teutonic forest god 
Xuthus Hellenic son of "Hellen"; father of Ion 


(Nimrod) and Yangi Amorite king 
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Mizraim: Achaeus eponym of the Hellenic Achaeans; son 
of Hellen"; brother of Xuthus (Cush), Aeolus 
(Put) and Doros (Canaan) 
Aka Sumerian ruler of Kish in early Eanna 
period; son of Enmebaraggesi (Ham) 
AmenominakanushiJapanese first god 


Angle eponym of the Angles; brother of Dan (Put) 
Ao-Jun Chinese Ocean Dragon King 
Djet Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 


Mandaru Amorite king 
Mennumna Sumerian ruler at Kish in Dynasty III period 


Min Egyptian storm god 

Mynogan Welsh god; father of Beli (Philist) and Don 
(Caphtor) 

Oceanus Hellenic Ocean Titan; son of Uranus (Ham) 


Tabaldak Algonquin creator of Glooskap and Maslum 
Tangaloa_ variant of Tangaroa 
Tangaroa Polynesian "Father of Islands"; son of Rangi 
(Ham) 
Put: Aeolus Hellenic wind god; eponym of the Aeolians; son 
of "Hellen"; brother of Xuthus (Cush), 
Achaeus (Mizraim) and Doros (Canaan) 
Ao-Chin Chinese Ocean Dragon King 


Dan eponym of the Danes, brother of Angle 
(Mizraim) 

Den Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 

Enlil-gi Sumerian ruler at Umma in Dynasty III 

Iae Amazonian god 

Iapetus Hellenic Titan son of Uranus; ancestor of the 


Hellenes through "Hellen," father of the 
Hellenic tribes 
Manabush variant of Nanabozho 
Nanabozho Algonquian rabbit god 
Pu-Annum Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Stribog Slavic wind god; son of Svarog Japheth) 
Tawhiri-matea Polynesia wind god; son of Rangi 


Un Egyptian rabbit god of Hermopolis; son of 
Zehuti (Ham) 

Xolotl Aztec god 

Yacetecuhtli Aztec god of commerce 

Canaan Aiomon-Kondi Arawak god 

An Sumerian heaven god 

Anedjib Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty I 

Anu Akkadian heaven god in the Marduk Epic 

Anu Hurrian supplanting heaven god in the Song 
of Kumarbi 
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Ao-Kwang Chinese Ocean Dragon King 
Byelobog Slavic "White God" (contrast to Chernobog) 
Cronus Hellenic Titan son of Uranus; father of the 


Olympians Poseidon (Sidon), Hades (Heth) 


and Zeus (adoptive Shem) 

Chakekenapok Algonquian god 

Doros Hellenic eponym of the Dorians; brother of 
Xuthus (Cush), Achaeus (Mizraim) and 


Iapetus (Put) 


Farbauti Teutonic "Fierce Striker"; father of Loki 
(Sidon) 
Feridun variant of Thraétaona 
Guaran Spanish-language eponym of the 
Amazonian 
Guarani; brother of Tupan (Cush) 
Gunidu Sumerian father of Ur Nanshe (Heth); son of 


Gurmu (Ham) 
Huitzilopochtli Aztec war god 
Kane Hawaiian god 
Tan-Gun founder of Korean dynasty in the Altaic 
stock 
Thraétaona Persian king, destroyer of first king Zohak 


(Peleg) 
Tirawa Pawnee creator god 
Tudia founder of the Amorite dynasty 
Tue Teutonic war god 


Tu-matuenga "Father of Fierce Human Beings," 
Polynesian war god; son of Rangi; brother of 


Tane-mahuta (Cush), 


Tangaroa (Mizraim) and Tawhiri-matea 
(Put) 


Seba: See Riphath above. 


Havilah: 


Sabtah: 


See Ham above. 
Ganesa variant of Ganesha 
Ganesha Indian elephant god; son of Shiva (Seba) 
and Parvati (Arvad) 
Harsu Amorite king 
Harsiesis Egyptian Horus the Younger; son of Asir 
(Seba) and Isis (Arvad) 
Lugal-Kingineshdudu Sumerian ruler at Uruk or Ur in 
the Dynasty III period 
Sopdu Egyptian god of Per-Sopd 


Raamah: See Shem above. 
Sabtechah: See Peleg below. 


Sheba: 
Dedan: 


See Japheth above. 
See Noah above. 
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Nimrod: 


Guni 


Zud: 
(Arvad) 


Anam: 


Ahriman 


Ashur 
Asshur 
Helius 
Hyperion 


Hoenir 
Huni 


Ion 
Ningirsu 
Ninib 
Ninurta 
Olorun 
Orion 
Rehua 
Reu 
Sagara 
Sargon 


Iranian god of darkness and evil; antagonist of 
Ahura Mazda (Madai) 

Assyrian god of war 

feudal "son" of Shem in Genesis 10:22 

Hellenic "Sun"; son of the sun Titan 


(Cush) at Rhodes 

Teutonic god 

Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III. Huni =Guni = Shar 

or Sar-Guni, Sargon. 

[EDITOR: Strikes out previous IDs as Amun-Re) 

Hellenic eponym of the Ionians; son of Xuthus (Cush) 
variant of Ninurta at Sumerian Lagash 

Assyrian version of Ninurta 

Sumerian god of war and hunting 

sky god of the Nigerian Yoruba 

Hellenic giant; mighty hunter at Chios 

Polynesian god of the Maori 

Shem's fifth heir in Genesis 11:18 

Indian king of the solar line of Ayodhya 

East Semitic king; founder of the Akkadian 

Dynasty at Agade; father of Manishtushu (Serug) 

and Rimush 


Utulkalamma Sumerian ruler of the Eanna Dynasty 


Varuna Indian captor god 

Yangi Amorite king 

Eryx Hellenic son of Poseidon (Sidon) and Aphrodite 
Sosondowah  [roquoian hunting god 


Susanowo Japanese storm god; son of Izanagi (Sidon) 


Susuda 


Sumerian successor of Aka (Mizraim) at Kish 


Amaterasu Japanese sun goddess; daughter of Izanagi; sister 
of Susanowo 


Ananda-Devi 


Ma'at 


Austroasiatic goddess 
Egyptian goddess of truth 


Lehahb: See Noah above. 
Naphtuh: Anath 


(Shem) 


Bau 
Hamath 


Nephthys 


Ugaritic goddess; daughter of Dagan (Noah); 
sister-wife of Aliyan Bal (Shem); mother of 
Math (Mash) 
Sumerian chief goddess of Umma 

vassal of Canaan in Genesis 10:18 
Egyptian goddess of the Great Ennead; 


daughter of Geb (Noah); sister-wife of Seth 


Ninmar 
(Uma) 


Sumerian goddess; daughter of Nanshe 
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Saraswati Indian goddess of culture; wife of Brahma 
(Shem) 


Pathrus: See Riphath above. 
Masluh: See Masluh above. 
Philist: Beli Welsh son of Mynogan (Mizraim) 
Bile variant of Beli 
Byleistr "Squallraiser"; Norse "brother" of Loki (Sidon- 
Izanagi, father of Susanowo above) 
Caphtor: Danu Irish variant of Don 
Dén Welsh daughter of Mynogan (Mizraim); 
sister of Beli 


Note that "Caphtor" is the standard biblical name for the island of 
Crete, from which the Philistines came to coastal Palestine. Philist and 
Caphtor--- Beli and Dén--- are the only two members of the Mizraim clan to 
be physical children of Ham's son Mizraim. In that respect they are 
comparable to Sidon and Heth, Canaan's only two physical sons in the 
Canaanite list. The Egyptians of the land of Mizraim claimed control of 
Crete through their god Ptah (Sidon). For whatever reason, Philist and 
Caphtor are to the Celts (Welsh) what Sidon and Heth are to the Teutonic 
Germans as indicated by the Sidones and Chatti of Ptolemy's Geographia. 
Celtic Western Europe is to Teutonic Europe what Crete is to Phoenicia and 
Hatti. In fact insular Celtic Britain forms a counterpart to Crete. These 
analogies suggest how Europe was colonized. 


Sidon: Ea Akkadian sea god of wisdom; son of Anu (Canaan) 
Enki Sumerian sea god of wisdom 
Enmenunna Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Gudea Sumerian governor of Lagash 


Note that Lagash, mysteriously omitted from the Sumerian King List, 
was Capital of Ham and his doomed family. It was founded by Ham's mother 
Mahadevi, the antagonist Tiamat of the Marduk Epic. After the Uruk-Aratta 
war, it became the antagonist of Umma and other Sumerian neighbors. 
When Canaan's son Heth came to power there as Ur-Nanshe, he established 
an inscription indentifying Ham (Gurmu) as his grandfather and Canaan 
(Gunidu) as his father. Finally his brother Sidon served as governor there in 
the 22nd century period of Gutian dominance. The remarkable statues of 
Gudea highlight the priestly mysticism characteristic of this man and his 
pantheon counterpart Enki. A Sumerian text The Dream of Gudea features a 
mystical, visionary depiction of the Semitic-Hamitic-Sumerian monopoly of 
the Fertile Crescent established by his time under his intellectual and 
spiritual leadership. 
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Gudea Governor of Lagash 
Hermes Trismegistus 
Hellenic grandson of Hermes 


This remarkable figure confessed to having corrupted the world by 
introducing the cult of idolatry into it but was too proud of his power in doing 
so to repent of this vast error. 


Izanagi Japanese father of Susanowo (Zud) and 
Amaterasu (Anam) 


Ka-ap Egyptian pre-dynastic pharaoh at Thinis 
Kalbum Sumerian ruler at Kish in Dynasty III period 
Karibu "Enthroned"--- title of Akkadian Ea in 
keeping with Enki's Abzu Sea Temple throne 

at Eridu 
Kasyapa Indian sage; father of Surya (Salah) by Diti 


(Inanna) daughter of Daksha (Arphaxad); 
name based on kasipu, meaning a "throne" 


Obviously Gudea's enthroned image is consistent with his Akkadian 
pantheon title and Indian name. Even as governor of Lagash, Sidon 
conceived of himself as the uniquely "Enthroned One." His "Sea Throne" 
was the world itself, the idolatrous spiritual community which he created by 
first rebelling against Noah on behalf of his father Canaan, the victim of 
Noah's curse of servitude. In effect Sidon became the great Brahmin 
determined to undo his father's condition as sudra outcaste. He became the 
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rebellious counter-Noah. In the Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh, Noah 
Ziusudra may be cognate with the Indian word "sudra," meaning that Ham's 
family threw Noah's curse back in his face. 


Kother-wa-khasis Ugaritic god of wisdom; builder of Bal's 


temple 

Loki Teutonic trickster god 

Nudimmud Ea's name in the Akkadian Marduk Epic 

Ptah Egyptian wisdom-creator god; source of the 
idolatrous idea that the Ka can be implanted 
in statues 

Sanakhte Egyptian founder of Dynasty III; name 

cognate with Japanese Izanagi 
Sint-Holo Muskoghean god of languages and writing; 
invisible horned serpent 
Tasmisu Hittite god 
Heth: Er-Lang Chinese nephew of Jade Emperor 

(Arphaxad) 

Garshasp variant of Keresaspa 

Hades Hellenic Olympian god of the underworld; 
brother of Poseidon (Sidon) and Zeus 

(Shem) 

Haryashva Indian king 

Hedammu Hurrian sea monster; "son" of Kumarbi 
(Shem) 

Keresaspa early Persian king 

Oman Amazonian god 


Note that this name suggests that the land of Oman in eastern Arabia 
was the part of that universal "underworld" that gave Heth his Hellenic 
identity as Hades. The rivers of Hades in Hellenic tradition match coasts of 
the Arabian Peninsula. From the perspective of Sumer, Oman occurs early 
in the maritime sequence of approach to circling the Peninsula. Heth's 
identity with Lagashite Ur Nanshe places him in a context of early maritime 
colonial activity according to the synthesis of L. A. Waddell, who identifies 
Ur Nanshe with an Indian king Haryashwa. The Mesopotamian name 
Waddell gives to this ruler is Uruash-Khad, supplying a counterpart to the 
ethnic form of Heth's name "Chat." In Hebrew "Heth" is actually 
pronounced "Chet." Waddell expands the range of this ruler beyond 
Sumerian Lagash and the Indus by identifying him with the Indian tribe 
Panchala and equating this name with "Panch" or Poeni in keeping with the 
Tyrian-Phoenician tradition of origin from the Persian Gulf via a 
circumnavigation of Arabia. 


Ur-Nanshe Sumerian founder of the Lagashite dynasty 
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in the Dynasty III period 
Uruash-Khad variant of Ur-Nanshe as read by L. A. Waddell 


Jebus: See Shem above. 

Amor: See Riphath above. 

Girgash: See Eber below. 

Hiv: See Peleg below 

Ark: See Ashkenaz above. 

Sin: daughter of Noah and Durga; half-sister 


of Nanna-Sin (Arphaxad) 
Amentet Egyptian goddess of the Libyan nome 
Ceres Roman version of Demeter 
Demeter Hellenic Olympian grain goddess 
Lakshmi Indian goddess of wealth and prosperity; 
wife of lover of Vishnu (Ashkenaz) 
Mahalakshmi "Great Lakshmi," variant of Lakshmi 
Arvad: daughter of Noah and Kali; full sister of 
Riphath-Seba-Amor 
Aphrodite Hellenic Olympian goddess of sexual love 
Isa Egyptian goddess of the Great Ennead; 
sister-wife of Asir (Riphath) 
Isis Hellenic variant of Isa 
Medea daughter of Aeétes (Noah) king of Colchis 
Parvati "From the Mountain," Indian goddess; 
daughter of Himavan (Noah); lover or wife of Shiva 
(Riphath-Seba-Amor) 
Zemar: daughter of Noah and Mahadevi; full sister 
of Ham and Togarmah 
Ganga Indian goddess of the Ganges; daughter of 
Himavan (Noah) 


Noah appears twice in the Indian pantheon both as the storm god Indra 
and as Himavan god of the Himalaya Mountains from which the Ganges 
descends. The two identities are typical of the way early postdiluvian 
traditions formed around separate phases of a patriarch's life and influence. 
Noah became Indra owing to his close identification with and blessing of 
Shem's god Yahweh, the universal storm principle of punitive 
righteousness. In effect Noah and Shem traded the priesthoods of Yahweh 
and El Elyon at some time prior to Noah's death and Shem's appearance as 
Melchizedek, priest of El Elyon. As offspring of Shem's Indo-European 
stock, the Indians did not ignore Noah's conversion to the worship of 
Yahweh and made him the storm god of their pantheon, interpreting Shem 
correctly as the Originator Brahma. In that separate context of origins, they 
knew that Noah was the physical father of daughters Arvad and Zemar and 
created a simple allegory of the Himalayas as source of the Ganges. The 
Hindu tradition of bathing in the Ganges for forgiveness of sins matches 
Christian baptism in one respect without altering the vast gap separating 
the two religions. In symbolizing death to sin and the world, Christian 
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baptism alludes both to Noah's Flood and Moses' Red Sea Crossing. The 
allusion to Noah is equivalent to the Hindu treatment of the Himalayas and 
Ganges in the allegory of Himavan and Ganga. In respect to its earliest 
origins prior to the advent of idolatry, Hinduism has typological value for 
anyone aware of the vast currency of symbolism in our human and natural 
heritage. As an evangelical Christian, however, I cannot attribute any 
soteriological value to Hinduism. The Hindu types of Himavan and Ganga 
only indicate the unique authority of Christian baptism as the reality 
foreshadowed by the lives of Noah and his family. 


Hamath: See Naphtuh above. 


Elam: See Eber below. 

Asshur: See Nimrod above. 

Arphaxad IT: See Salah below. 

Lud: See Peleg below. 

Aram: See Joktan below. 

Uz: Human Elamite god 
Magni Teutonic son of Thor (Shem) 
Martu (Uz) Sumerian god 
Martu (Uz) Canaanite god 
Scythes Hellenic son of Herakles (Shem) 
Umman Assyrian god 
Unzi Sumerian ruler at Akshak in Dynasty III 


The two identities as Martu (Uz) and one as Unzi all carry the same 
implication that Shem made his red son Uz head of his version of the 
Semitic linguistic stock after gaining control of it from Ham through the 
blessing of Genesis 9:26. As a region, the name Martu (Uz) refers to the 
land intervening between Mesopotamia and Canaan-Phoenicia. Ham 
claimed this land shortly after the Flood as homeland of his Semitic stock. 
This connection between the Semites and Martu (Uz) did not cease when 
they passed into the hands of Shem. We have seen that Unzi's dynasty at 
Akshak was stocked with Semitic names. Job's "land of Uz" appears to be 
either Martu (Uz) or part of it containing Damascus. By agreeing to make 
his sons vassals of Aram (Joktan), Shem gave these sons an Aramaean or 
Syrian orientation. 


Hul: Hullr Teutonic son of Thor (Shem) 
Hyllus Hellenic son of Herakles (Shem) 
Kemur Egyptian "Black Bull" of the Athribis 
Khaldi chief god of the Urartians 


Urartu was the mountainous land surrounding Lake Van and the place 
where the Ark came to rest. Hul's mulatto character helps to explain the 
Negroid characteristics that Herodotus attributed to the Colchians. In fact 
the name Colchis may itself derive from Hul, pronounced "Chul." In Colchis 
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of the Argonautic tradition, Noah's two mulatto children appear as Absyrtus 
and Medea. If the identification of Hul with Khaldi holds true, the 
mountainous location of the Urartians reinforces the kindred mountainous 
origin of the Aramaeans north of Syria. 


Gether: Agathyrsus Hellenic son of Herakles (Shem) 
Gaur Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Igeshaush Gutian ruler 


The Agathyrsians inhabited the northern part of Sarmatia in Ptolemy's 
Geographia. In the context of the other two Aramaeans we have just noted, 
Sarmatia represents an extension of Uz's location in Syria and Hul's in the 
Caucasus Mountains and Colchis. This extension of Shem's sons northward 
into Russia makes sense as an Urheimat return to the antediluvian 
homeland of the Indo-Europeans, Shem's original linguistic stock. 


Mash: Madhe Teutonic son of Thor (Shem) 
Mashkakatu Sumerian ruler of First Kish 
Math Ugaritic son of Aliyan Bal (Shem) 
and Anath (Hamath) 
Math Welsh god 


Aside from reinforcing the Syrian orientation of Shem's Aramaean 
family, Mash completes the extension of the four sons of Shem toward the 
original Indo-European homeland north of the Caspian. Mash accounts for 
the Massogetae recorded east of the Caspian. In Syria, Colchis, Sarmatia 
and the homeland of the Massogetae, the tetrad of Genesis 10:23 formed a 
consistent loop ending in reasonable proximity to the Scythian homeland of 
the Indo-Europeans. 


Arphaxad: Adranus Sicilian god 

Daksha Indian moon god; father of Diti (Inanna) and 
father-in-law of Kasyapa (Sidon) 

Erichthonius Hellenic-Phrygian son of Dardanus; father of 
"Tros" and "Ilos" (Tr Il/Salah) 
Gundestrup horseman of wheel insignia 

Hadoram vassal of Joktan in Genesis 10:27 

Jade Emperor Chinese supreme god 

Mesannepadda founder of the Sumerian dynasty of First Ur 


Nanna Sumerian god of the moon at Ur; father of 
Inanna (Uzal) and Utu (Obal) 
Neferefre Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty V 
Saturnus Roman god (Hadoram); father of the line of 
Picus (Salah), Faunus (Eber) and Latinus 
(Peleg) 
Sin Akkadian god of the moon 
Suen variant spelling of Sin 
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Taranis Gallic god of the wheel; father of Medb 


(Inanna) 

Ur Bau Sumerian governor of Lagash; "father" of 
Gudea 

Yerikh Canaanite god of the moon 


Salah: Amraphel king of Shinar (Sumer) in Genesis 14:1; 
equivalent to Sumerian Utuhegal 
Ares Hellenic Olympian god of war 
Arphaxad IISalah as vassal of Shem in Genesis 10:22; 
maternal grandson of Arphaxad I through 

Inanna 
Asalluhe Sumerian version of Marduk 
Babilos Balto-Slavic bee god 
Barsalnunna Sumerian ruler of First Kish; son of 
Enmenunna (Sidon) 

Bee of Hannahanna Hittite searcher for Telipinu (Peleg) 


Bel variant of Marduk 

Belu Amorite king 

Belus Hellenic son of Poseidon (Sidon) and Libya; 
father of Danaus (Rodan) 

Buri Teutonic father of Bor (Eber); grandfather of 


Odin (Joktan) 
Daksha II Indian grandson of Daksha I; distinguished 
nominally from solar Surya as grandson 
of lunar Daksha 
Diklah vassal of Joktan in Genesis 10:27 
Djoser Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III; builder of 
the primary Step Pyramid at Sakkara 
Ilos Hellenic-Phrygian son of Erichthonius 
(Arphaxad); same as Tros, naively 
distinguishedas a brother through a 
misreading of Ugaritic 
Tr Il, "Bull El" 
Kazalu Hurrian "son" of Kumarbi (Shem) 
Locabanda Indian variant name of Surya; cognate with 
Lugalbanda 
LugalbandaSumerian "Younger King" (Shem's second 
imperial heir); ruler of Uruk in Eanna 
period; heroic leader of the seven 
(Japhethite) heroes of Uruk against Aratta. 
Lutpan Il_ variant of Tr Il 
Marduk Akkadian heroic creator god; son of 
Nudimmud-Ea (Sidon); "Sun God of the 
Gods" 
Neuserre Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty V 
Nefertum Egyptian god of Memphis 
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Picus Roman "Woodpecker" in reference to 
hammering construction of the Akkadian 


Upper Sea fleet; "son" of Saturnus (Arphaxad I); father 
of Faunus (Eber) 
Rugievit eight-faced, eight sword Baltic god in 
reference to the eight Erechite heroes against 
Aratta 
Surya Indian sun god; son of Kasyapa (Sidon) and 
Diti (Inanna) 
Eber: Agilim Hurrian "son" of Kumarbi 
Athamas__ Hellenic father of Phrixus (Peleg), Melicertes 
(joktan) and Helle 
Atys Hellenic-Phrygian god; father of Tyrsenos 
(Tiras), Lydos (Lud-Peleg) and Car 
(Aram-Joktan) 
Bor Teutonic son of Buri (Salah), father of Bor 
(Joktan) 
Dumuzi the Wild BullSumerian god, implicit son of 
female Dumuzi-abzu (Kali) 
Ebore god of the Nigerian Yoruba 
Ebrium ruler of Syrian Ebla 
Elam vassal of Shem in Genesis 10:22 
Faunus Roman son of Picus (Salah) 
Gilgamesh Sumerian ruler of the Eanna Dynasty; son of 
Lugalbanda (Salah) 
Gundestrup horseman of the boar insignia 
Heryshaf Egyptian ram-headed god 
Hotepsekhemwy Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty II 
Mbori chief god of the West African Azande 
Mezsamug Sumerian ruler of First Kish; son of 
Barsalnunna (Salah); father of Tizkar 
(Jjoktan) 
Mider Celtic god 
Miitra god of a peace treaty between Hittites and 
Hurrians 
Mithra Iranian god of "that which is right" 
Mitra Indian god of friendship and contrasts in the 
Rigveda 
Mithras Hellenized Mithra in bull-slaying mystery 
religion allusive to the Gutian (Iranian) sack of 
Agade as echoed on the bull-slaying depiction on the 
inside floor of the Gundestrup Caldron 


Shem, founder of the Indo-European stock, evidently singled out Eber 
as an epitome of goodness because of the latter's association with Shem's 
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beloved father Noah. Although Eber fails to appear in the Gallic tetrad 
along with Shem and three others, he does appear along with these as one 
the horsemen in the Teutates Panel based on the sack of Agade. In that 
event Shem, Arphaxad, Eber, Peleg and Joktan all took the lead, making 
them the final and most definitive embodiment of the anti-Akkadian cause. 
The cult of Mithra began as the Gutian esprit de corps after the victory at 
Agade. For whatever the cult came to focus in Eber as though he was 
responsible for enabling the Gallic tetrad to achieve this goal. 


Nabu Babylonian god of prophecy 
Nebo biblical variant of Nabu 
Nuabu Amorite king; "Noah is my father" 


Note the relationship between Gilgamesh and the Sumerian Noah figure 
Ziusudra (Akkadian Uta-napishtim). In the Epic of Gilgamesh the 
protagonist visits Ziusudra and hears the story of the Flood. 


Poch Welsh father of Fercos (Peleg) 
Samug variant of Mezsamug 
Sekhemkhet Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III 
Shemeber king of Zeboiim in Genesis 14:2 
Tamas Indian god of gloom 
Tubal vassal of Japheth in Genesis 10:2 
Volkh Russian member of the Bogatyri, Slavic 
version of the Erechite heroes against Aratta 
Yamm Ugaritic son of Tr Il (Salah); brother of Mot 
(Hazarmaveth) and Athtar (Jerah) 
Joktan: Aram vassal of Shem in Genesis 10:22 
Aranzah Hurrian "son" of Kumarbi 
Bes Egyptian god 
Besh Libyan ruler 
Car Hellenic-Phrygian eponym of the 
Carians; son of Atys (Eber) 
Cuchullain insular, legendary version of Gallic 
Esus 
Emisee Muskhogean creator god 
Emsu Amorite king 
Esaugetah variant of Emisee 
Esus Gallic god 
Khaba Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty III 
Khitan Arab version of Joktan 
Mael the Tall Welsh hero 
Melicertes Hellenic son of Athamas; Hellenic 
version of Melgart; son of Athamas (Eber) 
Melgart Phoenician-Canaanite god, meaning 


"King of the City" (Uruk of founder 
Meskiaggasher);the"Tyrian Hercules" 
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Meshech vassal of Japheth in Genesis 10:2 
Meskiaggasher Sumerian founder of the Eanna 


Dynasty;"son" of Utu, that is, vassal of 
Japheth 
Mihula Russian hero of the Bogatyri, 
Erechite heroes against Aratta 
Odin Teutonic king of the gods; son of Bor 
(Eber) 
Re-Neb "Re Is My Father," Egyptian pharaoh 
of Dynasty II; son of the sun god as at 
Uruk of the Eanna Dynasty 
Tawiskara Iroquoian twin brother and 
antagonist to Ioskeha 
Tin Etruscan god 


The Etruscans or Rasena were the geographically Italic version of the 
Tyrsenoi of Asia Minor. Tyrsenos, as we have seen, was the Japhethite 
vassal Tiras and a brother to Peleg (Lydos) and Joktan (Car). The Rasena 
remembered Joktan as Tin, a name probably cognate with Joktan's Teutonic 
name Odin. 


Tizkar Sumerian ruler of First Kish; son of 
Mezsamug Peleg:Akki tutor of Sargon (Reu) in 
Akkadian Legend of Sargon 


Aurva Indian fire tutor of Sagara 
Bhrigu Indian fire priest 
Cernunnus Gallic horned god; member of the Gallic 


tetrad along with Teutates (Shem), Taranis 
(Arphaxad) and Esus (Joktan) 
Fercos Welsh variant of Fergus 
Fergus insular Celtic mythological king 


The formula "Who goes with Fergus?" refers to Peleg's Aratta schism. 


Frey Teutonic god in the inner circle of Odin 
(joktan) 
Fricco variant of Frey 


Gulla-Nidaba-annapad Sumerian ruler of First Kish titled 
"He Rules Them All" 


Gira variant of Irra 

Giraitis Lithuanian hunting god 

Hephaestus Hellenic Olympian smith god of fire 

Hiv vassal of Canaan in Genesis 10:17 

Ioskeha Iroquoian stag-antlered creator god 

Irra Akkadian god of fire; equivalent to Sumerian 
Nergal 
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Karaduku Andamanese crocodile god; variant form of 

Puluga 

Kingu ally of Tiamat and antagonist of Marduk in the 
Akkadian Marduk Epic 

Kullasina-ib-'el variant of Gulla-Nidaba-annapad 


Latinus Roman eponym of the Latins; son of Faunus 

(Eber) 

Lugalannemundu Sumerian ruler of Adab in Dynasty III 

Lud vassal of Shem in Genesis 10:22 

Lydus Hellenic-Phrygian eponym of the Lydians; son of 
Atys (Eber) 

Nergal Sumerian god of fire and the underworld; 

commonly identified with Akkadian Irra 

Peli ruler at Awan in Dynasty III period 

Perkuna Old Prussian storm god 


Phrixus Hellenic-Phrygian son of Atys (Eber); brother of 
Melicertes (JJoktan) 


Pillan volcano god of the Auca 

Prometheus Hellenic "son" of Titan Iapetus (Put); thief of fire 

Puluga Andamanese god of the northeast wind; ruler of 
northeast half of humankind 

Purugin Indian father of Sagara 

Resheph Canaanite god of destruction 


Sabtechah vassal of Cush in Genesis 10:7 

Sobdek variant of Sobek 

Sobek Egyptian crocodile god 

Telipinu Hittite secondary storm god after Shem, the Great 
Storm God, analogous to Perkuna after Tar 

Tessub Hurrian storm god; "son" of Kumarbi 

Urnungal Sumerian ruler of the Eanna Dynasty; son of 
Gilgamesh (Eber) 


Peleg's name Urnungal suggests that he was attempting to recover from 
his disgrace at Aratta by reverting to the image he had established earlier 
as general ruler of the First Kish order. A line in Vanstiphout's translation 
Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta referring to Enmerkar reads, "He is the 
stag of the highlands, with great antlers." The original phrase "with great 
antlers" is "a nungal." Thus Peleg's name in the Eanna Dynasty translates 
“Champion of Great Antlers" or "Champion with Great Antlers." We have 
seen that he is depicted as Cernunnus wearing antlers in the Gundestrup 
panel depicting him as overlord of the First Kish order. The same attribute 
explains his Iroquoian identity with the antler-wearing lIoskeha. The 
Iroquois take their ethnic name from an R variant of Peleg in which the 
weakening labial in "Frey" and "Phrixus" has disappeared. In the Sumerian 
text, Enmerkar's messenger is telling Peleg (the lord of Aratta) that his king 
has supplanted him as the antler-wearer in Mesopotamia. 
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Vulcan volcano-smith god of the Romans 


The Andamanese give Puluga a secondary identity as a female named 
Bilika. This name can be viewed as a twin sister equivalent to Pele, the 
Polynesian volcano goddess of the Hawaiians. Such a twin sister explains 
how Peleg's successor Reu (Polynesian Rehua) can also be Nimrod, son of 
Cush by Bilika. 


Zohak Persian first king and tyrant 


The Persians derived from the Japhethite heroes who conquered Peleg's 
Aratta. They acknowledge that he became the first king of postdiluvian 
history as the overlord of First Kish but picture him as an evil tyrant 
because of the Aratta schism. They claim to have migrated to Persia 
southeast of Elam from a northern mountain valley named Parhasa. 
Logically they were a remnant of the Satem Aryans left behind either at 
Aratta or near it to guard against a revival of the Aratta schism in the 
mountains. 


Almodad: Meskiagnunna Sumerian ruler of First Ur; son of 
Aannepadda (Obal) 


Aannepadda is an addition to the First Ur Dynasty given by Hallo in his 
chart of the Early Dynastic II (Eanna) period. Hallo's addition gives First Ur 
the three generations of Arphaxad I (Joktanite Hadoram), Obal Joktanite 
vassal below) and Almodad, the present figure at the head of the Joktanite 
list. Ur was Arphaxad's pantheon seat as the Sumerian moon god Nanna 
with Joktanite Uzal as his daughter Inanna and his son Obal as the sun god 
Utu. Orpheus, Hellenic god of music; son of Olympian Apollo (Obal), the 
Hellenic sun god identifying the same person as Sumerian sun god Utu and 
Arab sun god Hobal Userkaf Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty Five 

As son of solar Obal-Utu Almodad was automatically attached to the 
solar people of Egypt. The same was largely true, however, of the whole 
body of male Noachic elite through various routes of descent from or 
association with solar figures including Salah-Surya-Marduk, Nimrod- 
Helius, Japheth-Atum-Re or Shem-Amun-Re. 


Sheleph: 

Aesculapiu,s Roman version of Asklepius, Asklepius Hellenic 
god of medicine; son of Apollo (Obal) 

The Joktanite list begins with two pairs of brothers selected for their 
close association with the Inanna Succession. Obal-Utu, father of the first 
pair, would have been Shem's second heir if not for the Succession. The 
next pair are sons of Salah, who became the second heir owing to the 
Succession. The middle block of four names in the Joktanite list includes 
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three principals of the Succession: Arphaxad I as Hadoram, Inanna as Uzal 
and Salah as Diklah. For whatever reason the whole block of four including 
Obal is represented in the Italic Peninsula and Sicily: Hadoram, by the gods 
Saturnus and Adranus; Uzal, by the Italoi (Ausonians); Diklah, by the Siculi 
of Sicily; and Obal-Apollo, by the Apulians of the Italic "Boot Heel." 

Sahure, Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty V 


Hazarmaveth: 
Gundestrup figure representing Hadramaut in the Braided 
Goddess Panel 
Mot, Ugaritic god; son of Tr II, "Bull El" (Salah) 
Nefirirkare Kakai Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty V 


Jerah Athtar Ugaritic god; son of Tr Il. "Bull El" (Salah) 
Assaracus Hellenic-Phrygian son of "Tros-Ilos," 
Tr Il, "Bull El" (Salah) Shepseskare Isi Egyptian pharaoh 
of Dynasty V 


In Ugaritic tradition Bull El and his three sons are cast as enemies of 
Aliyan-Bal-Shem. Because Bull El is Salah, we understand why that second 
heir of Shem never became part of the "Holy Alliance" that led the attack on 
Naram's Sin's Agade. As the Akkadian hero god Marduk Salah must have 
allied himself in some practical way with Shem's Akkadian heirs Reu, Serug 
and Nahor. Together with these three, Salah formed an alliance that 
fulfilled Canaan's prophecy that his descendents would cause Shem more 
harm than good as heirs of the Inanna Succession through Sidon. In 
contrast four of Shem's heirs--- Arphaxad, Eber, Peleg and Joktan--- became 
Shem's allies as horsemen in the Teutates Panel. Of the four, Eber does not 
belong with Shem and the others as members of the Gallic tetrad. That 
circumstance implies that he was a late comer in Shem's alliance, 
preferring Shem to his father Salah. 


Hadoram: See Arphaxad I above. 


Uzal: Artemis Hellenic Olympian goddess of the moon; 
sister of Apollo in couple born on Delos 


When Shem formed his Olympian alliance against Sargon-Nimrod, Uzal- 
Inanna took over her father Arphaxad-Nanna's priesthood of the moon as 
complement to her brother Utu-Obal-Apollo. In becoming Artemis, Inanna 
gained a Hellenic reputation for a patroness of virginity, directly the 
opposite of Inanna-Ishtar-Astarte's reputation for what Inanna herself calls 
"filthy deeds." The shock of Shem's humiliation by Nimrod in 2244, at the 
foundation of the Olympian sect, apparently resulted in a genuine moral 
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repentance by Inanna analogous to Byzantine Empress Theodora's 
repentance after becoming Justinian's wife and co-ruler. 


Astarte Canaanite variant of Ishtar 

Cainan Septuagint insertion between Arphaxad and Salah 
in Luke 3:36; the Inanna Succession in one name 

Damkina Akkadian mother of Marduk (Salah) by Ea (Sidon) 


Diana Roman version of Artemis 

Diti Indian daughter of Daksha I (Arphaxad I); wife 
of Kasyapa (Sidon); mother of Surya (Salah) 

Inanna Sumerian goddess of heaven; daughter of Nanna 
(Arphaxad I); brother of Utu (Obal) 

Ishtar Akkadian version of Inanna; goddess of love 

Medb Gallic war goddess; daughter of Taranis 


(Arphaxad I) 
Sekhmet Egyptian war goddess; mother of Nefertum 
(Diklah-Salah) by Ptah (Sidon) 
Diklah: See Salah above. 


Obal: 

According to Hellenic tradition Apollo and his sister Artemis were 
"born" on Delos, a small island in the midst of the Cyclades of the Aegean. 
The Hellenes treated Delos as a special holy place. This focus on the sun 
god Apollo and moon goddess Artemis derives from the same logic that 
caused the Indians to make so much of balanced solar and lunar lines of 
kings. 


Aannepadda Sumerian ruler of First Ur; son of Mesannepadda (Arphaxad 
9) 


Apollo Hellenic Olympian sun god; brother of Artemis (Inanna) 
Menkauhor Akauhor Egyptian pharaoh of Dynasty V 

Hobal Arab sun god 

Shamash Akkadian sun god 

Utu Sumerian sun god 

Abimael Enmerkar Sumerian ruler of the Eanna Dynasty; son of 


Meskiaggasher (Meshech-Joktan); monarch of 
Uruk at the time of the Uruk-Aratta war 
Djedkare Ikesi Egyptian pharaoh 


The appearance of the Mahadevi tetrad at the close of the Joktanite list 
helps to interpret the full meaning of the Joktanite clan. An explanation will 
follow an account of the four Genesis 10 names of the tetrad of females who 
survived the Flood. 
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Sheba: Amaunet’ wife of Amun (Shem) in the Ogdoad of 
Hermopolis 
Durga yellow goddess of the Indian Mahadevi 
tetrad 
Hat-hor Egyptian cow goddess of the nome of Cusae; 
creature and wife of Atum Re JJapheth, 
Sheba of Genesis 10:7) 

Ninhursag Sumerian mother goddess of the hursag 
or rocky upland east of Sumer 


In the first thirty years after the Flood, Durga claimed Persia proper, 
the easternmost of these claims. 


Ophir: 
Bast variant of Bastet 
Bastet Egyptian cat goddess of the cult at Bubastis 
Gaia Hellenic earth Titaness; wife of Uranus; mother 
of Hyperion (Cush); nominal mother of other 
Titans 
Hertha Teutonic earth goddess 
Kali black goddess of death in the Mahadevi tetrad 
Kauket wife of Kek Japheth) in the Ogdoad of 
Hermopolis 
Lahamu Akkadian wife of Lahmu (Japheth) in the Marduk 
Epic 
Havilah: Adum Canaanite wife of Resheph 
Asherah Ugaritic wife of Tr Il (Salah); mother of Mot 
(Hazarmaveth) 
Buto variant of Uadjet 


Cihuacoatl Aztec goddess 

Ereshkigal Sumerian goddess of the underworld 
Kamrusepa Hittite goddess r 

Kanym Altaic wife of Kudai Bai Ulgon 


Latona variant of Leto 

Leto Hellenic "mother" of Apollo and Artemis 
Mahadevi Indian red member of the Mahadevi tetrad 
Maia Hellenic mother of Olympian Hermes (Ham) 


Naunet wife of Nun (Noah) in the Ogdoad of Hermopolis 
Nagyboldogasszony Hungarian (Magyar) mother goddess 
Omecihuatl Aztec personification of the Mahadevi tetrad 
Saule Baltic goddess 
Tiamat Akkadian wife of Apsu (Noah) in the Marduk 
Epic; co-leader of the Aratta rebellion with 
Kingu (Peleg) 
Uadjet cobra goddess of the Red Crown of Lower 
Egypt at Buto 
Yemaya Yoruba moon goddess 
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Jobab: 


Cybele Phrygian earth goddess; identified with Hellenic Rhea 
Hannahanna_ _— Hittite great mother goddess 


Hauhet 
Kishar 


wife of Heh (Ham) in the Ogdoad of Hermopolis 
Akkadian wife of Anshar (Ham) in the Marduk Epic 


Magna Mater "Great Mother," Roman version of Rhea 


Minerva 
Nammu 
Nanshe 


Roman version of Pallas Athene 
Sumerian goddess; mother of Enki (Sidon) 
Sumerian goddess; mother of Ninmar 


(Naphtuh-Hamath) 


Nekhebet 


vulture goddess of the White Crown of 


Upper (South) Egypt 


Nina 
Ningal 
(Obal) 


Ningirda 
(japheth) 


Assyrian goddess equivalent to Nanshe 
Sumerian "Great Lady"; mother of Utu 


and Inanna (Uzal) 
Sumerian goddess; mother of Ningishzida 


Pallas Athene Hellenic goddess of wisdom 


Rhea 


Hellenic earth goddess; nominal 


daughter of Gaia 


(Kali); actual mother of Poseidon (Sidon) 


and Zeus (Shem) 


Shakaru 


Pawnee sun goddess; wife of the moon god 


Pah (Arphaxad I) 


Shara Sumerian goddess 
Uma Indian goddess; white member of the 
Mahadevi Tetrad 


Joktan-Meskiaggasher created the Joktanite clan in order to dispose of 
the Aratta exiles by colonizing the entire globe. He either knew of the 
Americas and other distant lands from antediluvian tradition or reserved 
segments of the exilic population for whatever might be discovered. The 
correlation between fourteen Joktanites (including Joktan himself) and 
fourteen regions of the earth was as follows: 


Joktanite: 


Joktan 
Almodad 
Sheleph 
Hazarmaveth 


Jerah 
Hadoram 
Uzal 


Region: Rationale: 


Arabia beni-Khitan 

Europe Orpheus son of Hellenic Apollo 
Sarmatia-Russia '"Asklepius" cognate with Sclavi 

Austronesia Hadramaut coastline of departure 

for Indian Ocean 

South America Arawakan linguistic stock 

China Jade Emperor 

Siberia-Mongolia Inanna and Altaic Anship of heaven 
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Diklah India Surya (Salah) 


Obal Egypt solar Utu-Hobal 

Abimael Mesopotamia Enmerkar 

Sheba Southeast Asiacomplement to China 

Ophir Black Africa black Kali 

Havilah Meso-America Maia-Maya; red Mahadevi 
Jobab North AmericaUma; Yuman linguistic stock 


Chapter Six 
Noah's Family Before 2368 


According to Genesis 7:6 the Flood occurred when Noah was 600 years 
old. By our Flood date of 2518, Noah was born in 3118. Genesis 5:32 states 
that he "begot Shem Ham and Japheth" when he was 500, that is, a century 
before the Flood in 2618. Presumably this statement means that he begot 
the eldest of the three that year and the other two not long after. In 11:10 
Shem begot Arphaxad two years after the Flood when he was 100, meaning 
that he was born 98 years before the Flood or 2616. Shem could not have 
been the eldest son because Noah began to beget the three sons two years 
earlier. The beginning of Shem's genealogy in 10:21 refers to "Japheth the 
elder," meaning the elder of the two Shem and Japheth. The latter, 
therefore, was Noah's first born 100 years before the Flood in 2618. He and 
Shem were born to the same mother Uma. After Shem's birth, Noah set her 
aside and begotten Ham by Mahadevi, destined from that point to become 
Noah's wife at the time of the Flood. Uma was reserved to become Ham's 
wife by that time. Neither Durga nor Kali gave birth to surviving 
antediluvian sons but became diluvian wives of Uma's two sons, Shem and 
Japheth respectively. Genesis 6:3 suggests that Noah's Ark-building project 
began 120 years before the Flood if, in fact, that project coincided with 
God's decision to destroy the rest of humankind. Those 120 years date the 
project from 2638, twenty years before Japheth's birth. 

This biblical data must be brought to bear on the five antediluvian 
dynasties of the Sumerian King List (as interpreted in Chapter Three above) 
in order to establish a chronology. In view of the Indian Mahadevi tetrad, 
we know that Noah drew into his family a plenitude of wives chosen to 
represent the races of humankind. The twenty-year interval from the 
beginning of the Ark-building project to the birth of Japheth included 
Noah's search for Caucasoid Uma and, in all likelihood, the rest of the 
Mahadevi tetrad. Genesis 2:10-14 affirms that antediluvian geography was 
based on four rivers, suggesting the four lands from which the four wives of 
the Ark were taken. We also know that Indo-Europeans, coincident with 
Uma's white race of Cain, were necessarily living north of the Caspian Sea 
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in antediluvian times. Skulls discovered in China suggest that a portion, at 
least, of Noah's Sethite race were living in the Far East before the Flood. 
However the locations of the antediluvian dynasties of Sumer are placed 
convincingly in Mesopotamia. If Noah's antediluvian family participated in 
these dynasties, we must assume that Noah's travels were concluded by the 
time these dynasties began no earlier than 2618. This chronology becomes 
even more contracted if we are correct in identifying Shem with Alulim of 
the first dynasty. In that case the sequence of dynasties could not have 
begun until Shem reached maturity about thirty years after 2616 in 2586. 
By that reckoning these dynasties consumed only 60 years before the Flood. 
An isochronic reading of the five dynasties suggests that each lasted only 
twelve years. 

Such dynasties must have been ceremonial in nature and anticipated 
the postdiluvian world by celebrating the acquisition of the "Ka" or power of 
kingship as the Sumerian text states. This political reality was brought 
about by the impending "end of all flesh" (Genesis 6:13). Political power 
cannot be understood in terms of "flesh" or soulish human psychology. No 
legitimate holder of political power ever merely decides to govern. Political 
power like all real power is an exercise of spirit. Noah and his family gained 
this spiritual endowment as part of their mandate to survive the Flood and 
introduce a new dispensational world order. 

In keeping with this note of cooperation among the antediluvian 
"dynasties," the Sumerian text differs from the postdiluvian section in one 
fundamental respect. A different formula ends each dynasty: 

Eridu was abandoned, (and) its kingship was carried off to 
Sippar. 

We are not told why each city was abandoned. At the close of each 
postdiluvian dynasty we are told why: 

Kish was defeated (in battle), (and) its kingship was Carried off 
to Eanna. 


By omitting the theme of battle, the antediluvian section underscores 
our belief that these dynasties were purely a cooperative enterprise by the 
antediluvian version of Noah's family. Ironically Genesis 6:11 affirms that 
the antediluvian world had to be destroyed because it was "filled with 
violence." The comparatively pacifistic formula of the antediluvian section 
of the king list stands out by contrast as though the original grant of 
"kingship" resulted in a peacefulness and cooperation unknown to the rest 
of the doomed world. Each local group of rulers simply "abandoned" its 
capital and yielded to another group at another location. The twelve-year 
module adopted by the elite before the Flood constituted a period of testing 
for the doomed populace to test whether these inferior folk could refrain 
from violence. This testing process, whatever its exact form, was typical of 
how God closes each dispensational period. 
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With isochronic systems overall enumeration always carries meaning. 
Why did Noah's antediluvian family divide their system into five parts? One 
answer comes from the postdiluvian sequence of thirty-year periods 
beginning with First Kish. The Sumerian King List associates First Kish with 
the antediluvian system by ignoring the intervening 150 years. In effect five 
antediluvian periods of twelve years each is followed by five thirty-year 
periods without dynasties and then five thirty-year periods from First Kish 
through the Akkadian sixty years. A case can be made that Noah's family 
designed their entire political history before and after the Flood according 
to pentads as follows: 


Antediluvian Period. Module 12 years. 
59X12= 60 years. 2578-2518. 


Nomadic Period. Module 30 years. 
59X30=150 years. 2518-2368. 


Mesopotamian Period. Module 30 years. 
5X30=150 years. 2368-2218 


Egyptian Period. Module 12 years. 
59X12=60 years. 2218-2158. 


Both modules derive from the two great symbols of sun and moon--- 
twelve months in a year and thirty days in a month. To interpret the basic 
worldview of Noah's family at the time of the Flood, nothing is more basic 
than their symbolic view of sun and moon. 

When Noah realized that his generation was facing "the end of all 
flesh," he had to reflect on the ultimate destiny of the human race. He 
sensed that his family and the future version of humanity necessarily 
differed from the doomed "all flesh." He understood, in some way, the 
principle later stated in the New Testament that "flesh and blood cannot 
inherit the kingdom of God." That is why the Egyptian part of his progeny 
centered a myth of resurrection in Asir, his own son by Kali, female 
representative of the black race of Father Adam. Without the hope and 
future resurrection of humankind, human history makes no _ sense. 
Resurrection is an essential step in interpreting the human race. Either by 
revelation or by intuition all human beings sense the inevitability of 
resurrection even if they go to great lengths to suppress this awareness just 
as they squeeze their minds into the false matrix of atheism. 

Sun and moon symbolize two radically different but equally real 
versions of humanity--immortals and mortals. All attempts to define 
humanity purely in terms of mortality end in spiritual and psychological 
insanity; yet mortality is all too real. It governs observed history as 
overruled by the lunar principle of mutability. Mortals constantly change; 
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immortals need not and do not. The sun can be obscured but functions as a 
symbol of immutable glory. The moon represents mutability. Arphaxad, 
born two years after the Flood, was designated to symbolize the vast 
change and open display of mortality in the Flood. He became the moon god 
Nanna to the Sumerians and turned a wheel symbolic of the revolutions of 
time as Taranis of the Celts. His son became Utu, the sun, to represent 
inevitable resurrection, future sunrise of the human race. Resurrection 
confounds historians with its simplicity. The Egyptian race, chosen to 
represent the solar alternative, are notorious for their ahistorical approach 
to experience and reality. That ahistoricity arose from their solar mandate; 
and our empiricists misconceive it as nothing but a random cultural 
peculiarity of the Nile environment. 

The sequence of rulers of the antediluvian dynasties as given in Chapter 
Three clearly reveals that Noah was using these formalized groupings to 
pre-design the nomadic age immediately following the Flood. Shem and 
Noah shared the first antediluvian dynasty at Eridu to foreshadow the initial 
set of land claims over the first thirty years after the Flood. In those years 
Noah took the first claim over Subir on the Upper Tigris; and Shem, the 
capital zone of Akkad. The second dynasty at Badtibira included Ham as 
Dumuzi the Shepherd. Bearing the name Havilah in Genesis 10:7, Ham's 
second dynasty foreshadowed the nomadic exploration of the land of 
Havilah, Arabia. The next two dynasties were ruled by black sons of Noah 
and Kali--- men who either died before the Flood or failed to survive the 
Flood. They clearly foreshadowed nomadic periods in India and Ethiopia 
reserved for the Asian and African black races. Japheth completed the 
antediluvian process as Ubartutu of Larak and foreshadowed the nomadic 
exploration of Magan-Egypt, the land reserved for his physical progeny, the 
Egyptian "Hamites." 

The lands foreshadowed in this way coincide with the ones recognized 
in the vocabulary of the Sumerians: Eanna for Sumer, the "underworld" for 
Arabia, Dilmun for India, Meluhha for Ethiopia and Magan for Egypt. 

Faced with this degree of system in geography, we must consider the 
Genesis 10 political and ethnic system from the same perspective before 
postdiluvian colonization began. Genesis 10 has always presented a mixed 
impression of system and breakdown. An ideal goal is to recognize an 
original system underlying this mixed impression. We can begin by 
considering how geography may have shaped that original system. In other 
words, how was the sequence of rulers in the antediluvian king list reflected 
in Genesis 10 as well as in the pre-colonial migrations of 2518-2368? 

If the Japhethite section of Genesis 10 is any guide, the original clan 
system consisted of three pairs of septads with members consisting 
exclusively of males. Interestingly Japheth appears in Hellenic tradition as 
Lacedaemon, father of the Spartans, who made so much of males and so 
little of females. In the Hamite section, the Cushite clan of Genesis 10:7 isa 
septad with Nimrod introduced separately and outside the clan in 10:8. The 
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Canaanite eleven becomes a septad by omitting the four daughters of Noah 
at the close of the list. In the Shemite section, omission of five females from 
the Joktanite group reduces thirteen to eight. One of these eight, Abimael is 
an odd man out as Joktan's one begotten son in contrast to the other seven. 
Finally a Shemite septad emerges from Shem's imperial heirs in Genesis 11. 
These number seven prior to the Mesopotamian dropout Terah, Abraham's 
father. 

Next we ask how these six septad clans (6 x 7 = 42) fit into Noah's 
geographic scheme of pre-colonizing land claims. Certain members of the 
six clans had not yet been born at the close of the first thirty years in 2488. 
Others were born just as this era was drawing to a close. One of the clans, 
the Cushite, is transparently related to the land of Cush-Meluhha- 
Ethiopia and therefore to the period when Noah's family was _ pre- 
colonizing that land, namely, 2428-2398. The traditional connection 
between the Joktanites and Arabia is so strong that we can safely associate 
the original Joktanite clan with the pre-colonization of Arabia 
between 2488 and 2358. In this case, however, we must account for male 
members born as late as the third and fourth generation of Shem. The core 
of the clan was Shem's son Arphaxad I, born in 2516 and appearing in the 
clan under the name Hadoram. Japheth's deep association with the 
Egyptians as founder Atum Re locates his primary clan in the final pre- 
colonization period between 2398 and 2368. 

The Canaanite clan was being formed in the first thirty years when the 
first set of eight land claims went to the eight survivors in and around 
Mesopotamia. That is precisely why the Canaanite clan was employed to 
coordinate the eleven colonies of the First Kish order in and around 
Mesopotamia after 2338. Of the Canaanite males, Shem-Jebus was already 
a well-aged adult at the time of the Flood and made his own claim on 
Akkad. However strong evidence suggests that each of the first eight claims 
was coordinated with the birth of a son. In Shem's case this son was not 
Arphaxad I but Gether as evidenced by the selection of Gether to reign as 
Sumerian Gaur at the start of the First Kish dynasty in Akkad in 2338. In 
other words Gether was born to Shem at the time Shem claimed the land of 
Akkad between 2518 and 2488. 

This relationship between Gether and Shem's claim to Akkad 
enables us to assign a specific chronology to the first thirty years after the 
Flood. If Noah began the process with Subir in the zero year of the Flood, 
the process ended with Durga's claim to Persia proper 28 years later, 
well within the thirty-year limit. The module was four years. Japheth 
established his claim to Syria by the end of the four year, 2514; Ham, his 
claim to Martu (Uz), by the eighth year 2510; and Shem, his claim to Akkad 
in the twelfth year 2506. After Arphaxad was born to him two years after 
the Flood in 2516, the four sons destined to become vassals of Aram in 
Genesis 10:23 were born at intervals bringing the birth of Gether within the 
four years from 2510 to 2506. Of these four sons, only Gether was born to 
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Shem's diluvian wife Durga, mother of Arphaxad in 2516. The other three 
were born to the process of eugenic concubinage essential to creating a 
racially balanced set of nations. This meant that Shem had to wait to beget 
Uz by Mahadevi and Hul by Kali before returning to Durga to beget Gether, 
who was not born until after 2510. The principle was much the same as 
Abraham's bearing Ishmael before establishing his heir Isaac by his true 
wife Sarah. 

As for the Canaanite clan in these early years, Sidon and Heth were 
second generation postdiluvians who could not have been born until the 
postdiluvian Canaan reached maturity. Thus these first two members of the 
clan arrived in the latter stages of the first era closer to 2488 than to 2518. 
Nevertheless they correspond to easily recognizable land claims. Sidon is so 
closely associated with Sumer as Enki, "Lord of the Land," that his birth 
coincided with his mother Uma's claim to Sumer. Heth, Canaan's son with 
Mahadevi, appears in the Cernunnus panel as the stag standing next to 
Cernunnus in the position of Martu (Uz). Ham claimed Martu (Uz) in the 
second four-year block of time between 2514 and 2510. Heth could not yet 
have been born; but Canaan certainly was. Eventually Heth was born and 
replaced Canaan--- or represented him--- in the Canaanite dimension of the 
First Kish Order. Heth represented Canaan in the same way that Gether 
represented Shem with one major difference. Gether never became a 
member of the Canaanite clan--- at least not the extant version of the clan 
appearing in Genesis 10. 

Noah's son Ashkenaz bears the Canaanite name "Ark" (Sumerian 
Argandea) and could easily have been born to Noah and Uma in the zero 
year when Noah claimed Subir. The fourth Canaanite name Amor refers to 
Noah and Kali's son Riphath-Seba, whose birth by this account coincided 
with Kali's claim to Elam between 2498 and 2494. Two Canaanite names, 
Girgash and Hiv, refer the Eber and Peleg, who were born long after the 
close of the first era. The only possible explanation is that they have 
replaced older men who have either died or otherwise lost their place in the 
Canaanite clan. This situation raises a fascinating possibility. 

Eber was the winning champion of the duel fought to determine the 
outcome of the Uruk-Aratta war. He may well have slain his opponent. Of 
all the persons likely to have been born early and died too soon to be 
included in the Genesis 10 system, the most logical is the missing son of 
Japheth and his diluvian wife Kali. If such a person existed, Japheth's four 
sons would have conformed to the same racial sequence as the four sons of 
Ham--- black, yellow, red and white. This hypothetical son of Japheth and 
Kali answers to Cush; Gomer, to Mizraim; Magog, to Put; and white Madai, 
to white Canaan. The hypothetical male came forward as champion of 
Aratta and not only lost his life but his place in the Genesis 10 system as 
well as dooming the half world of Aratta to distant exile. 

This hypothetical male could not have passed unnoticed by the inclusive 
Sumerian tradition. Here again biblical logic provides an explanation. When 
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Ham outraged his father Noah, the curse on Canaan was the chief outcome 
but possibly not the only judgment against Ham. In the antediluvian period 
Ham had reigned under the name "Dumuzi the Shepherd." At the time of 
the curse, Noah might easily have disowned Ham by stripping him of this 
name and giving it to another man just has he stripped Ham of control of 
the "Semitic" stock and gave it to Shem. The hypothetical male could very 
well have been the substitute version of Dumuzi the Shepherd-- the one 
whom Inanna loved and married before he met a premature death. That 
explanation suggests further why Noah's son by Kali took the kindred name 
Dumuzi-abzu. The love between this son of Japheth and Kali and Inanna 
links Inanna's conversion to the cause of Aratta as Medb to the hypothetical 
male's death as champion of Aratta. Of course Sumerian tradition would 
not allow for such an explanation but refuses to name the two champions of 
the Uruk-Aratta duel and cloaks the death of Dumuzi the Shepherd in a 
cloud of mythology. 

So we have identified a certain doomed Dumuzi as the missing son of 
Japheth and Kali and brought to bear on this person the Sumerian literature 
of Dumuzi the Shepherd. The man was originally a member of the 
Canaanite clan born at the time Japheth placed his claim on Syria by the 
year 2514. As Peleg's champion at Aratta, he was replaced after his death 
by Peleg under the Canaanite name Hiv. Eber replaced another male 
missing from the Genesis 10 system but clearly indicated there. This man 
was Noah's son by Durga, notably absent from Genesis 10:3 naming Noah's 
other three postdiluvian sons as vassals of Gomer. Because both Noah and 
Durga were Sethite Asians, this hypothetical son must have possessed 
strongly marked Asian characteristics as do the Altaic Mongols. In this 
context the missing son of Noah emerges as Noah-Kudai Bai Ulgon's son 
Kirghiz Khan with a name cognate to "Girgash," the name adopted by Eber 
as his Canaanite substitute. This original Kirghiz Khan was born to Noah 
and Kali in the zero year 2518 as Noah's established his claim to Subir on 
the Upper Tigris and intended to leave this land to the Altaic linguistic 
stock founded in the persons of himself and this son. As ethnic correlative, 
the son of Japheth and Kali identified as Dumuzi the Shepherd was the first 
male of Japheth's Egyptian race and was a mulatto despite the essentially 
Caucasoid character bred into the Egyptians from that point forward. Thus 
Altaics and Egyptians were the first two postdiluvian races to be 
established despite the fact that neither patriarch survived to become 
members of the extant Genesis 10 system. The Altaics were driven far from 
the Upper Tigris, and Egyptians made their home on the Nile rather than 
Japheth's original land Syria. 

The fabulous marriage of Dumuzi the Shepherd and Inanna must have 


contributed further to the genetic formation of the Egyptian race. Inanna 
was chiefly Caucasoid and only a quarter Asian. Her father Arphaxad I was 


the son of Uma's son Shem and Durga; but her mother was white Uma 
again under the Sumerian name Ningal. Assuming that Inanna and Dumuzi 
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the Shepherd had offspring, Uma entered the bloodstream of the this race 
three times--- as mother of Japheth, Shem and Inanna herself. If we identify 
Inanna as heaven goddess with the Egyptian heaven goddess Nut, all three 
of these children of Uma appear in the Egyptian Great Ennead, Japheth as 
Atum Re, Inanna as Nut and Shem as Seth. These were the three persons 
who contributed most to the Caucasoid character of the Egyptian race in 
the formative years soon after the Flood. 

For the sake of clarity, the following outline summarizes the association 
between the Canaanite clan and the pre-colonization process of the first 
thirty years after the Flood: 


Noah's claim. Subir. 2518 
Son Kirghiz Khan. Born 2518. 
Parents Noah and Durga. Altaic linguistic stock. Mongol race. 
Replaced by Eber as Girgash of the Canaanite clan. 
Japheth's claim. Syria. 2518-2514 
Son Dumuzi the Shepherd II. Born 2518-2514 
Parents Japheth and Kali. Hamitic linguistic stock. Egyptian race. 
Replaced by Peleg as Hiv of the Canaanite clan. 
Ham's claim. Martu (Uz). 2514-2510. 
Son Canaan. Born 2514-2510. 
Parents Ham and Uma. Semitic linguistic stock. 
Replaced by Heth of the Canaanite clan. 
Shem's claim. Akkad. 2510-2506. 
Son Gether. Born 2510-2506. 
Parents Shem and Durga. Indo-European linguistic stock. 
Shem himself as Jebus of the Canaanite clan. 
Uma's claim. Sumer. 2506-2502. 
Son Sidon. Born by the close of the first era in 2488. 
Parents Canaan and Uma. Sumerian linguistic stock. 
Sidon of the Canaanite clan. 
Mahadevi's claim. Gutium. 2502-2498. 
Son Ashkenaz. Born by 2498. 
Parents Noah and Uma. Mahadevi's Amerindian linguistic stock. 
Ark (Argandea) of the Canaanite clan. 
Kali's claim. Elam (Lumma). 2498-2494. 
Son. Riphath. Born by 2494. 
Parents Noah and Kali. Austronesian linguistic stock. 
Amor of the Canaanite clan. 
Durga's claim. Persia Proper. 2494-2490. 
Son. Arphaxad I. Born 2516. 
Parents Shem and Durga. Sino-Tibetan linguistic stock. 


Further analysis according to relative ages suggests that Noah's family 
began the second era of pre-colonization in 2488 by sailing down the coast 
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of Iran to the Indus Valley before crossing the Persian Gulf to Arabia in the 
third era. The clan system relevant to India at this time was the secondary 
Japhethites consisting of Noah's three postdiluvian sons and the beginning 
of Sidon's Javanite family. In addition to the Indus, the pre-colonization 
process logically explored such Gangetic regions as Panchala and Videha. 
Waddell's belief that the Indian name Panchala is cognate to "Phoenicia" 
readily explains why Sidon's Javanite family belonged to the realm of Indian 
pre-colonization. As for Noah's postdiluvian sons, Riphath fathered the 
Dravidians of the Indus. These two elements--- the Dravidian Indus--- and 
Gangetic Panchala serve to indicate a more extensive pre-colonization 
including all the names of Genesis 10:3-4. The map on the following page 
shows Panchala as a region surrounding the Ganges and its tributary the 
Yamuna. Panchala complements three other such regions along the Ganges: 
Kuru to the northwest and Kosala and Videha farther downriver to the 
southeast toward the Ganges Delta. If we take Panchala to represent the 
Javanite Phoenix-Tarshish, the other three regions can be extrapolated 
through the remainder of Genesis 10:3. None of the other names, however, 
offer transparent cognates; and these names and their locations must be 
studied to establish such a value. 

Tarshish reads second from the start of the Javanite tetrad just as 
Panchala is located second of the Gangetic regions downriver. Kuru 
answers to Javanite Elishah (Agenor); Kosala to Kitt- (Cadmus); and Videha, 
to the Rodanim. Unless the first syllable of "Kosala" is cognate to Kitt- 
Khetm, none of these names is cognate with the biblical text; but then the 
cognate match of Panchala with Phoenicia are not cognate with "Tarshish," 
the association coming only from common applications to Phoenicia. The 
name Kosala calls to mind that Salah was Sidon's son and Elishah's brother 
as the imperial heir named Belus in the Javanite family. 

This arrangement of the Javanites along the Ganges suggests that all 
three Gomerites claimed positions along the Indus, not just the Dravidian 
patriarch Riphath. The main three cities of the Indus Valley civilization 
were eventually Mohenjo-daro, Harappa and Lothal. These cities were 
eventually located at three points appropriate for an unfolding pre- 
colonization route: Mohenjo-daro on the west bank of the Indus; Harappa 
on one of the sources to the northeast; and Lothal on the Gulf of Cambray 
near the mouth of the Narmada River sourced to the east in mountains 
southwest of the Yamuna. These locations amount to an itinerary starting at 
the mouth of the Indus and proceeding to Mohenjo-daro at Ashkenaz' claim 
followed by a progress farther up river at Harappa and Riphath's Dravidian 
claim. 

The expedition then returned downriver to the mouth and voyaged to 
the Gulf of Cambray and Togarmah's claim at the location of Lothal. The 
Javanite tetrad or their elder representatives then followed the Narmada 
eastward to the Yamuna, Ganges. Elishah or his representative took the 
position of Kuru at the source of the Yamuna in order to narrow the interval 


262 


back to the Indus system at Harappa. Tarshish's location in Panchala was 
then established on the Upper Ganges; Khetm's location Kosala, farther 
down the Ganges; and Rodan's Videha, toward the Ganges Delta. 

To assign dates to the primitive claims on these locations, Mohenjo- 
daro's region was claimed by 2484; 

Harappa's by 2480; 

Lothal's by 2476; 

Kuru's by 2472; 

Panchala's by 2468; 

Kosala's by 2464; and 

Videha's by 2460. 

Two years then remained in the second postdiluvian era for the 
expedition to return to Lothal where a ship or ships had been left for 
crossing the manageable distance to eastern Arabia. In the Joktanite clan, 
Hadoram-Arphaxad I was born in 2516 and Diklah-Salah 35 years later in 
2484. Hadoram's son Obal was probably born about the same time as Salah. 
The first four Joktanites are pairs of sons of Obal and Salah; so they could 
easily have been in existence around the beginning of the third postdiluvian 
era in 2458. 

The lack of substantial rivers in Arabia means that dividing that land 
had to be approached in a different way from India. A natural geographic 
septad can be derived from the bodies of water surrounding the Peninsula: 
Persian Gulf, Gulf of Oman, Arabian Sea, Indian Ocean, Gulf of Aden, Red 
Sea and Gulf of Aqaba. Hadramaut along the coast of the Indian Ocean 
offers a fixed point with the third Joktanite male Hazarmaveth. In Ptolemy's 
version of Arabia, a tribe name Alumeotae suggests the first Joktanite 
Almodad. Historically the Peninsula was interpreted as the triad of Arabia 
Felix, Arabia Deserta and Arabia Petraea. Ptolemy treats these three 
traditional labels in eccentric fashion. He extends a non-existent mountain 
range from the west end of the Persian Gulf to the north end of the Red 
Sea. The entire Peninsula south of this line he labels Arabia Felix. Making 
the Euphrates a tributary to the Tigris, he labels as Arabia Deserta the 
territory from the southwest bank of the Euphrates to the artificial border 
with Arabia Petraea to the west. 

Except for the seven bodies of water, these traditions offer little by way 
of guidance for Noah's pre-colonization process of the third era between 
2458 and 2428. With the one fixed point of Hadramaut and Hazarmaveth, 
we can back extrapolate to begin with Almodad at the Gulf of Oman rather 
than the Persian Gulf. It makes sense that on a voyage from the mouth of 
the Narmada in India, Noah's pre-colonial expedition would refrain from 
reentering the Persian Gulf. In order Sheleph would claim Oman on the 
Arabian Sea. An association of names exists at this point. Sheleph and 
Almodad were Asklepius and Orpheus, sons of Obal-Apollo. Obal was 
Arphaxad's son by the Uma. A comparison of "Uma" with this matriarch's 
Joktanite name Jobab suggests an original form Yomam as the source of the 
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Omanitae, who gave their name to Oman. If an application of the Hellenic 
Olympian name Apollo to Arabia seems far-fetched, we should keep in mind 
that Joktanite Obal takes the transparent name Hobal, the Arabian sun god 
analogous to Apollo and with a name suggesting a cognate relationship of 
metathesized vowels. The continuing extrapolation places Jerah (Athtar) at 
the Gulf of Aden, Hadoram-Arphaxad on the Red Sea, Diklah-Obal at the 
Gulf of Aqaba and Obal-Utu back at the east end of the Persian Gulf in 
proximity to Sumer. Diklah-Salah's position at the Gulf of Aqaba places him 
nearest Egypt and helps to explain his high Egyptian importance as the 
seminal pyramid-builder Djoser. 

Purely as an extrapolation, the pre-colonization of Arabia ran as follows: 

Almodad's representatives at the Gulf of Oman by 2454; 

Sheleph's reps on the coast of Oman by 2450; 

Hazarmaveth's reps on the Indian Ocean at Hadramaut by 2446; 

Jerah-Athtar's reps on the Gulf of Aden by 2442; 

Hadoram-Arphaxad I, on the Arabian coast of the Red Sea by 2438; 

Diklah-Salah at the Gulf of Aqaba by 2434; and 

Obal on the Persian Gulf by 2430 with two years to spare to return to 
Aqaba and undertake Ethiopia on the African side of the Red Sea at the 
start of the fourth era in 2428. 

The balance of linguistic stocks in Africa suggests how Noah's family 
pre-colonized Ethiopia long before these stocks existed in place. Of the four 
main groups three are described today as hyphenated dyads: Afro-Asians 
(Hamites and Semites), Nilo-Saharans and Niger-Congos. At least two of 
these are actual dyads based on the distinctions between Hamites and 
Semites and between West Africans (Niger-Congo A) and Bantus (Niger- 
Congo B). If the Nilo-Saharans also prove to be a dyad, addition of the 
Khoisans brings the total of groups to a septad. A correlation between 
seven groups and the septad Cushite clan in Genesis 10:7 leads to the 
conclusion that Ethiopia was pre-colonized to receive seven linguistic 
groups before their migrations across the continent. All three proposed 
breakdowns of the Nilo-Saharans shown in a Wikipedia article on the 
subject display a dyad tendency, especially Ehret's 2001 analysis which 
distinguishes one sub-group, the Komans, from the rest of the stock. A 
separate article on the Komans even questions whether this group belongs 
with the Nilo-Saharans. If so the Komans and Nilo-Saharans constitute a 
dyad. A relative small group of 50,000 speakers, the Komans are located on 
the Ethiopia-Sudan border. 

The two great languages of the Afro-Asian group-- Hamite and Semite-- 
owed their postdiluvian origins to Japheth and Shem, that is, Sheba and 
Havilah of the Cushite clan. A pair of individual tribe names in the Sudanic 
and Koman divisions of the Nilo-Saharans suggest that these speakers owed 
their pre-colonial locations to Noah and Shem, "Dedan" and "Raamah" of 
the Cushite clan. The Sudanics or Nilotes include the Nuers, a possible 
cognate to the name "Noah" itself. An extinct tribe of the Komans, the Gule, 
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suggest Shem's black son Hul, most of whose African descendents made 
their way to Meso-America to become the Olmecs. 

Two members of the Cushite clan Seba and Sabtah are father and son, 
appearing in the Indian pantheon as Shiva and Ganesha. The latter is 
known as an elephant god, in reference to the Indian elephant. Sabtah 
could have gained this association by fathering the Bantu stock with an 
intended range matching that of the African elephant: 


a : f 
enna Meee pel 
Ok. +7 f we 2% — 
Se Woes 4a" 
: = grat 
- e) . ve c 


Range of the African Elephant 
from Wikipedia article on the African Elephant 
copied March 11, 2010 


The main concentrations of this animal virtually outline the Bantu 
region of Africa from the heavy western concentration in Gabon and Congo 
to the southern concentration in Zambia, Botswana and Zimbabwe to the 
eastern concentration in Mozambique. Only the southern range extends 
into Khoisan land; the western and eastern ranges are purely Bantu, The 
smallest ranges barely exist in Afro-Asian and Nilo-Saharan territory. The 
African elephant could be labeled the "Bantu Elephant" or "Sabtah's 
Elephant." 
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Attention to animal species casts doubt on Peleg-Sabtechah's 
association with the Khoisans unless we assume that the Khoisans first 
settled where crocodiles abound. Peleg is both Karaduku ("Crocodile") of 
the Andamanese and Sobek, crocodile god of the Egyptians. Clearly the 
crocodile is a species proper to eastern Africa. A Wikipedia article states 
that it is common to Somalia, Ethiopia, Kenya, Egypt and Zambia. An article 
on the Khoi-San shows only a small region of these speakers in the east of 
Africa: 


Berber 


onghay 


alani 


Lingala 


Kongo 


@ Afro-Asiatic 

Nilo-Saharan 
@ Niger-Congo A 
@ Niger-Congo B (Bantu) 
@ Khoi-San 
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(Indo-European) 


Languages of Africa 
Wikipedia article on the Khoi-San 
copied March 11, 2010 


The eastern Khoisans, known as Sandawe, are located in the Dodoma 
region of Tanzania. Efforts to reconstruct the history of the Khoisans 
emphasize how they have been pushed aside by Bantus, slain except in dry 
areas and taught herding by their Bantu conquerors. An implication of all 
this is that they may have once existed in larger numbers in eastern Africa 
and without the devotion to dry lands and herding exhibited in historic 
times. Whether they once existed in crocodile territory remains 
hypothetical. 

As a result of this analysis of linguistic Africa, we can outline how 
Ethiopia may have been pre-colonized in the fourth postdiluvian era 
between 2428 and 2398: 
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Seba West African pre-location 2428-2424 


Havilah Semitic pre-location 2424-2420 
Sabtah Bantu pre-location 2420-2416 
Raamah Koman pre-location 2416-2412 
Sabtechah Khoi-San pre-location 2412-2408 
Sheba Hamitic pre-location 2408-2404 


Dedan-Noah Sudanic pre-location 2404-2398 


Some of these pre-locations lie in or near enough to Ethiopia to suggest 
where Noah's family actually camped in this period. For example the main 
native Semitic language of Africa (apart from imported Arabic) is the 
Amharic in the heart of Ethiopia. The Wikipedia article on this language 
locates it in North Central Ethiopia and describes it as the second-most 
populous Semitic language spoken in the modern world after Arabic. We 
can conclude that Ham, bearing the Cushite name Havilah (for the 
antediluvian homeland of the Semites) placed a claim on the Amharic 
territory just as he had pre-colonized Martu (Uz) some ninety years earlier. 

The map of Afroasiatic languages on the next page includes Hamitic 
languages distinct both from Hamitic Egyptian and Semitic. The Cushitic 
language, distinct from Semitic Amhara, is assigned both to the Beja of 
coastal Egypt to the north and Somali to the southwest. Additional Cushitic 
peoples are the Afar within southeastern Ethiopia and the Oromo farther 
south. As counterweight to Ham's Semitic half of the Afroasiatic dyad, the 
Hamites represent Japheth under his Cushite name Sheba assigned 
traditionally to Sabaea-Yemen on the opposite, Arabian side of the south 
Red Sea. Significantly the name "Afar" (in Eritrea) is equivalent to "Ophir," 
the Joktanite name assigned to Japheth's diluvian wife Kali in Genesis 10. 
The close proximity of Sabaea and Afar on either side of the sea clearly 
suggests that Japheth-Sheba took the lead in pre-colonizing Ethiopia once 
Noah's family reached the African shore in 2428 despite the extrapolative 
outline derived from the sequence of Genesis 10:7 above. 
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Afroasiatic Languages 
Egyptian 
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The distances involved in the Ethiopian coast and Blue and White Nile 
are comparable to those of Greater Mesopotamia, India and Arabia in the 
first three pre-colonizing eras. The Nile system, for example, is comparable 
to the Indus and Gangetic systems covered in the second era with a smaller 
version of the family. The map shows Ham's Amharic group on the Upper 
Blue Nile. There is no reason to believe that the pre-colonizing expedition 
reached the White Nile before following the Nile downstream into Egypt by 
the start of the fifth era in 2398. A concrete reading of the process suggests 
that Japheth pre-colonized Afar for the Hamites before Ham matched him 
with a second colony on the Upper Blue Nile. 

The Blue Nile crosses the Ethiopia-Sudan border at a_ latitude 
comparable to that of the Bab al Mandab between Sabaea and Afar. 
Although I have no information on the exact location of the Komans along 
the Ethiopia-Sudan border, this point in the Blue Nile suggests the place 
where Shem-Raamah made his contribution to the pre-colonization of the 
Nilo-Saharans. The map suggests a reason why Shem's Koman presence is 
so small. The Oromo of extreme southern Ethiopia pose what might be a 
slightly metathesized version of Shem's Cushite name Raamah. Because 
Hamites of the Afroasiatic stock dominate the region, it makes sense that 
Africans representing Shem's land claim as Nilo-Saharan Komans converted 
to the dominant language and migrated southward to become the Cushitic 
Oromo. The distinction between the vowel harmony in "Raamah" and 
"Oromo" is minimal. 

After the pre-colonization of the Blue Nile with lands reserved for 
the dominant Afroasiatic stock, the rest of the expedition no doubt turned to 
the western White Nile. In fact the Blue and White Nile form a solid analogy 
to the Indus and Ganges in India except reversed in direction just as Africa 
is the western counterweight to eastern India on either side of central 
Arabia. Most of the White Nile lies in the heart of Sudan. The historic land 
of Nubia, populated by Nilo-Saharans, lay on the Nile north of the 
confluence of the White and Blue tributaries. Our interpretive task is to 


268 


determine whether evidence exists for treating the Nile system as we 
treated the Ganges-Yamuna system in India where the sequence of Kuru, 
Panchala, Kosala and Videha enabled us to locate the pre-colonization of 
five distinct regions. We are now faced with an analogous question of five 
locations of the pre-colonization of Nilo-Saharans, West Africans, Bantus 
and Khoisans. Having placed the Nilo-Saharan Komans on or near the Blue 
Nile and the Nilo-Saharan Nubians north of the confluence, our task boils 
down to locating the pre-colonization of West Africans, Bantus and Khoisans 
at points along the White Nile before these peoples migrated to their 
present locations in West, Central and South Africa. In personal terms we 
are seeking to describe how Seba-Shiva, his son Sabtah-Ganesha and the 
"Crocodile Lord" Peleg-Sabtechah divided the White Nile among 
themselves. 

Eventual locations of the West Africans, Bantus and Khoisans suggest 
that Seba claimed the northernmost location on the White Nile, the 
"Elephant Lord" Sabtah a central location there and "Crocodile Lord" Peleg- 
Sabtechah to the south. If crocodiles were common to the White Nile, this 
seemingly inappropriate sign of the Khoisans would make sense, allowing 
for all the changes imposed on them by the Bantus. The species Crocodylus 
niloticus presumably extends over a wide range on the Nile system. 
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Range of the Nile Crocodile 
Wikipedia article on the Nile Crocodile 
copied March 11, 2010 


Although this map shows the crocodile territory throughout West Africa 
and Bantu Africa and excludes Khoisan Southwest Africa, it is consistent 
with the presumed seminal Khoisan location on the southernmost White 
Nile. The region covers the southern half of Sudan and as well as Ethiopia 
in territory wider and less discriminate than the elephant zone. This wide 
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range is consistent with the premise that the "Crocodile Lord" Peleg placed 
a land claim on the Upper White Nile. We might even call this inclusive 
range "Peleg's Africa" or at least "Sabtechah's Africa" as overlapping the 
elephant range of "Sabtah's Africa." 

Among African animal symbols, we have already established the lion 
symbol of Japheth's Hamitic-Egyptian stock, especially in the Braided 
Goddess panel where a lion leaps straight upward as cartographic symbol 
of the Egyptian Nile. 

At the head of the Cushite clan, Seba is the same person depicted as 
Shiva Pashupati in the Indus seal shown in Chapter Five above. His figure 
there is surrounded by four animals in the following configuration: 


Rhinoceros Elephant 


Water Buffalo Tiger 


The Shiva- -Pashupati seal, 
showing a seated and possibly tricephalic figure, 
surrounded by four animals; circa 2350-2000 BCE 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Shiva_Pashupati.] 


Although the artifact was designed in and for India, it may have a 
bearing on the distribution of the Cushite animals in Africa as well as India. 
The range of the black rhinoceros in Africa is shown as follows: 
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Range of the Black Rhinoceros in Africa 
Wikipedia article on the Black Rhinoceros in Africa 


The ranges of two varieties of the white rhinoceros are shown in the 
map on the following page. Neither range covers any part of Seba's West 
Africa. Curiously the range of the white rhinoceros matches the two-part 
range we have connected with the Khoisans: an original settlement on the 
extreme Upper White Nile, followed by migrations-- forced or otherwise-- 
into South Africa. Furthermore the range of the black rhinoceros 
corresponds to the location of the eastern Khoisan San or Sandawe. In 
considering an association between the "Crocodile Lord" Peleg and the 
Khoisans, we are faced with a contradictory pattern associating the 
Khoisans with the rhinoceros instead. 

The arrangement of animals in the Seal of Shiva Pashupati suggests 
that the rhinoceros may have originally been designed for West Africa 
before the discovery that tropical jungle territory was inappropriate for the 
species. Whenever that discovery occurred during actual colonization, an 
exchange took place between what would have been the crocodile of South 
Africa and rhinoceros of West Africa. Taking a cue from the thematic 
implications of the Seal of Shiva Pashupati and the matching Cernunnus 
panel of the Gundestrup Caldron, we assume that early postdiluvians 
burdened themselves with the world distribution of wild animals in keeping 
with the diluvian tradition of Genesis 6:19. As for the two maps on 
distribution of the rhinoceros, we can refer to the white species 
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Range of the 
White Rhinoceros 
in Africa 
a Wikipedia article on 

© the White 
Rhinoceros in Africa 


copied March 11, 
wey 2010 


(actually "wide" species in Dutch) as the "Khoikhoi Rhino" and the black 
species farther east as the "Sandawe Rhino." 

A deliberate exchange of the symbolic rhinoceros and crocodile zones 
explains why the crocodile territory extends across the entire breadth of 
West Africa. Whatever Peleg's relationship to the Khoisans, he left the 
crocodile stamp on West Africa. His mulatto son Eber accounts for the West 
African god name Ebore; and Peleg's own Akkadian name Kingu probably 
accounts for the Bantu Kinga of Tanzania. The East Congo Lega agree with 
the name Peleg-Puluga given the degeneration labial of Frey etc. More 
striking is the Indian form of Peleg's successors Sargon (Reu) and 
Manishtushu (Serug) in the Sagara and Manja. All these tribes serve to give 
political significance to Peleg's "Crocodile Empire" in Africa. 

Noah's family completed the pre-colonization process between 2398 and 
2368 on the Nile in Egypt. In this way they spent most of sixty years in 
northeastern Africa as though to echo the sixty years of the antediluvian 
dynasties and subsequent sixty in Mesopotamia and India. 

In dividing the Nile, we have the Egyptian tradition of the nomes of the 
Nile. Use of the nomes of the Nile in this way has been criticized as though 
tradition counts for nothing and the first Egyptians remembered nothing of 
their ancestors. 


Correlation Between the 42 Nomes and Genesis 10 

There were forty-two nomes in all, twenty-two in Upper (South) Egypt 
and twenty in Lower (North) Egypt. For our purposes, it makes little 
difference when they were colonized or designated after the fact, assuming 
that any or all of them could have been pre-colonized by land claims before 
2368. These subdivisions of the Nile could have been observed and 
recorded abstractly at any time before they became practical centers of an 
Egyptian nation. 

The nome list read as follows for Lower (North) Egypt from south to 
north: 
Aneb-Hetch (Memphis), meaning "White Walls"; 
Khensu (Letopolis), meaning "Cow's Thigh"; 
Ament (Apis), meaning "West"; 
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Sapi-Res, meaning "Southern Shield"; 


Sap-Meh (Sais), meaning "Northern Shield"; 
Khaset (Xois), meaning "Mountain Bull"; 

A-ment (Metelis), meaning "West Harpoon"; 

Ab-t (Pithom), meaning "East Harpoon"; 

Ati (Busiris), meaning not given in English; ---- 

Ka-khem (Athribis), meaning "Black Bull" (Kemur); 
Ka-heseb (Leontopolis), meaning "Heseb Bull"; 

Theb-ka (Sebennytos), meaning "Calf and Cow'; 
Heq-At (Heliopolis), meaning "Prospering Scepter"; 
Khent-abt (Tanis), meaning "Easternmost"; 
Tehut (Hermopolis Parva), meaning "Ibis"; 

Kha (Mendes), meaning "Fish"; 

Semabehdet (Diospolis Inferior), "The Throne"; 

Am-Khent (Bubastis), meaning "Prince of the South"; 
Am-Pehu (Leontopolis Tanis), "Prince of the North"; 
Sopdu (Per-Sopdu), meaning "Plumed Falcon." 


Nomes of the Lower (North) Nile 
from Wikipedia article on Nomes of the Nile 
copied March 11, 2010 


Two Delta cities, Bubastis and Buto, became the cult centers of Kali and 
Mahadevi, two females not included in the forty-two males of the pre- 
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colonizing expedition. Therefore these local cults are no extrapolative guide 
to the pre-colonizing treatment of Egypt. They furnish data of possible 
indirect bearing on the pre-colonizing plan. Information supplied by 
Wikipedia fails to identify the nome of Buto despite showing the position of 
the city northwest of Sais. 

The list for Upper (South) Egypt, also reading down river south to 
north, is as follows: 


Ta-Seti (Elephantine), meaning "Land of the Bow'; 
Thes-Hor (Apollonopolis Magna), meaning "Throne of Horus"; 
Ten (Nekhen/Hierakonopolis), meaning "Shrine"; 


Wazet (Thebes), meaning "Scepter"; 

Herui (Coptos), meaning "The Two Falcons"; 

Aa-ta (Dendera), meaning "The Crocodile"; 

Seshesh (Diospolis Parva), meaning "Sistrum"; 

Abdju (Abydos), meaning "Great Land"; 

Min  (Panopolis), meaning the god Min; 

Wadkhet (Aphroditopolis), meaning "Cobra"; 

Set (Hypselis), meaning the animal associated with the god Seth, the 
"Seth Animal"; 

Tu-ph (Antaeopolis), meaning "Viper Mountain"; 

Atef-Khent (Lycopolis), meaning "Upper Sycamore and Viper"; Atef- 
Pehu (Cusae), meaning "Lower Sycamore and Viper"; 

Un (Hermopolis Magna), meaning "Hare'; 

Meh-Mahetch (Hetbenu), meaning "Oryx"; 

Anpu (Cynopolis), meaning the jackal god Anubis; 

Sep (Alabastronopolis), meaning the god Seth; 

Uab (Oxyrhynchus), meaning "Two Scepters'; 

Atef-khent (Herakleopolis), meaning "Southern Sycamore"; 

Atef-Pehu (Crocodilopolis), meaning "Northern Sycamore"; 

Maten (Aphroditopolis), meaning "Knife." 
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Nomes of Upper (South) Egypt 
[from Wikipedia article 
on Nomes of the Nile; copied March 11, 2010] 

This accumulation of nomes is filled with early postdiluvian associations 
seemingly at random. In Upper (South) Egypt Wazet-Thebes is the city of 
the second sun god Amun Re; Nekhen, the white matriarch Uma as the 
vulture goddess Nekhebet wearing the White Crown of Upper (South) 
Egypt as complement to Buto-Mahadevi's Red Crown of Lower (North) 
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Egypt; Panopolis, the city of Min, Ham's son Mizraim; Hypselis, the nome of 
the Seth Animal designating the god Seth, Shem of the Great Ennead; Un, 
the name of the rabbit god representing Ham's son Put; and Crocodilopolis, 
in the Greek name suggesting the crocodile god Sobek, Egyptian version of 
Peleg. In Lower (North) Egypt, Memphis is the great city hosting Dynasty 
IV based on Japheth and his family in the 22nd century. Japheth's presence 
in Lower (North) Egypt is reinforced at Heliopolis, the city of his identity as 
Atum Re, the primary sun god of Egypt. In the Delta Bubastis and Buto are 
assigned to the black and red matriarchs Kali (Bastet) and Mahadevi 
(Uadjet). The latter goddess is one of the "Two Ladies" of Egypt together 
with Uma-Nekhebet, each wearing crown signifying one of the Two Egypts. 

In overall perspective, the Egyptian tradition clearly assigns Shem 
(Seth) and his mother Uma (Nekhebet) to White Upper (South) Egypt as 
though responding to their skin color. On the other hand, equally fair- 
skinned Japheth is assigned to Red Lower (North) Egypt both at Memphis 
and Heliopolis. Two of Ham's sons appear in Upper (South) Egypt as Min 
(Mizraim) and Un (Put). Like Canaan, Put was Ham's son by his diluvian 
wife Uma-Nekhebet, hence the Upper (South) Egyptian locations. The other 
two sons of Ham, Cush and Canaan, are Shu of the Great Ennead and the 
ram god Khnum [previously ID’d as Arphaxad-I]. Shu does not appear to be 
localized in the nome system. Khnum may be localized at Mendes but also 
associates with the entire course of the Nile. The Hellenes applied their 
Olympian name Hermes both to Lesser Hermopolis in the Delta and to Un's 
Greater Hermopolis in Upper (South) Egypt. 

Lesser Hermopolis is the nome of Metelis where the foundational 
Pharaoh Narmer executed all six of Ham's sons in 2181. Narmer's 
relationship to Egypt is mysterious aside from the fact that he united the 
Two Egypts by conquest. As Naram Sin he was Shem's seventh heir, one of 
two heirs who were not born until after the pre-colonization of Egypt ending 
by 2368. His father Serug-Manishtushu and he were born respectively in 
2357 and 2327. They became co-founders of dynastic Egypt in the 22nd 
century at a vast chronological remove from the commonly accepted date of 
3100 for that event. Thus modern, anti-biblical misconceptions of 
chronology add to the mystery posed by their birth dates and the creation 
of dynastic Egypt. 

The Greater Hermopolis in Upper (South) Egypt is evidently the cult 
center of an Ogdoad featuring the diluvian eight as four of primordial 
couples risen from the diluvian slime. In this scheme Noah and Mahadevi 
are Nun and Naunet; Shem and Durga, Amun and Amaunet; Ham and Uma, 
Heh and Hauhet; and Japheth and Kali, Kek and Kauket. Given this array of 
associations, we can attempt to reconstruct the pre-colonization of the Nile 
between 2398 and 2368. 

We arrived at a total of forty-two Noachic males independently of the 
forty-two Egyptian nomes by following the suggestion of Genesis 10:2-4 that 
the original Genesis 10 clan system consisted of three pairs (3 x 2) 
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of septads (x 7), one for each of Noah's three antediluvian sons. Our 
present task is to align the two traditions of forty-two by assuming a 
tradition formed as Noah's world expedition worked their way northward 
down the Nile after finishing with Ethiopia in 2398. One approach is to 
focus on the late-born Menes-Serug and Narmer-Nahor. Two of the last two 
nomes of the Delta at the close of the northward process are named Am- 
Khent and Am-Pehu-- "Prince of the South" and "Prince of the North." These 
labels suggest that the pre-colonization program worked approximately by 
declining longevity closing with these two nomes in anticipation of the later 
births of Serug and Nahor as the two princes in order completing the 
septad of Shem's seven heirs. As reinforcement the diluvian ogdoad, with 
four males in the Cushite clan, appear at the fifteenth nome of Upper 
(South) Egypt (Hermopolis Magna) as though to dedicate that region of 
Egypt to the first elders of the postdiluvian world. 

Of the eight survivors of the Flood, Uma defines White Upper (South) 
Egypt at one of the southernmost of the nomes, 3.) the third of Upper 
(South) Egypt at Nekhen. It makes sense that Noah's Egyptian pre- 
colonization process would begin with Uma as mother of Japheth and, 
hence, of the Egyptian race. In strong reinforcement of this view, Nekhen is 
followed immediately by the greatest city of Upper (South) Egypt--- Wazet- 
Thebes, the city of Amun Re. We have identified Amun Re with Uma's other 
son Shem on two bases: his name Amun in the Ogdoad of Hermopolis and 
his having reigned over the proto-Egyptian colony at Sippar in the First 
Kish order. The pre-colonization scheme deliberately assigned Japheth to 
Lower (North) Egypt in order to define all Egypt in terms of the white 
matriarch and her two antediluvian sons. When Ham laid claim to Egypt 
following the curse-blessing of Genesis 9:25-26, he could not undo this 
deep, pre-colonial association between Egypt and Uma's sons Japheth and 
Shem. Perhaps he had no desire to do so in that Uma-Nekhebet was his 
diluvian wife and mother of his sons Put and Canaan. 

Given this broad outline, we need to account for all six of the 
septads presumed to have defined the pre-colonial scheme. A 
transparent feature of the nome system pertains to its extremes south and 
north. 

1.) The first nome of Upper (South) Egypt was named Elephantine by the 
Hellenes as though to celebrate the "Elephant Lord," Ganesha-Sabtah. At 
the opposite extreme, the last nome #42 of Lower (North) Egypt, in the 
Delta, is Sopdu, the Egyptian cognate name of the same patriarch. This 
association must have derived from the pre-colonization scheme after 
Sabtah of the Cushite clan established a location for his "Elephant Race," 
the Bantus, as far off as a camp on the White Nile. Because the Cushite clan 
includes the four antediluvian males, Sabtah's membership in this clan 
encloses the whole of Egypt in this high antiquity. 

2.) The second Upper (South) Egyptian nome, at Edfu, is named Thes-Hor, 
"Throne of Horus." That name raises the problematic issue of the identity of 
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the great god Horus, mythical conqueror of Seth-Shem. In the Great 
Ennead Horus the Younger is a son of Asir and Isa-- Indian Shiva and 
Parvati-- making this Horus identical with the patriarch Ganesha-Sabtah 
despite his other Egyptian pantheon name Sopdu. Duplications of particular 
members of Noah's family are not unknown to other pantheons; but the 
duplication of Sopdu and Horus the Younger seems out of place in the 
deliberate unity of Nile traditions. One way to explain the equivocation 
between Horus the Younger and the totally different Sopdu is to emphasize 
the dyad nomes at opposite ends of the nome system with Sopdu at the 
north end and the "Throne of Horus" near the southern end. Whatever the 
explanation, the Cushite Sabtah appears to have left a deep stamp on the 
Nile as he did on Bantu or "Elephantine" Africa. 

After the dual allusion to Sabtah in the southernmost two nomes of 
Egypt, Shem's mother and Shem himself follow as 3.) Nekhebet and 4.) 
Amun Re at Nekhen and Thebes. Like Sabtah Shem was a member of the 
Cushite clan under the name Raamah as though to rewrite his pantheon 
name as Re Amun. Like Sabtah Shem equivocates in the Egyptian pantheon 
as Seth as well as the totally different Amun Re. The next two nomes ( #5 
and #6) relate to two of Shem's imperial heirs. They are Coptos and the 
nome of the crocodile Aa-ta. The name Coptos resulted in the traditional 
name "Egypt" among Europeans. In the all important Hellenic tradition of 
Poseidon and Libya, Aegyptus is a son of Belus-Salah and therefore 
identifiable as Shem's third heir Eber. Immediate reinforcement comes for 
the next nome with its sign of the "Crocodile Lord," Peleg-Karaduku-Sobek- 
Sabtechah. Not only have these nomes concentrated on Shem's heirs but 
have also echoed the preceding pre-colonization of black Africa by indexing 
the lords of the Niger-Congo zones of the elephant and crocodile. This 
relationship indicates in a clear progression from black Africa to Egypt that 
the nome system dates back to pre-colonial times. 

At the next nome Seshesh refers to the sistrum, a metal rattle shaken by 
Egyptian priests in celebration of Isa, the wife of Asir-Seba and mother of 
Ganesha-Sabtah. This nome, therefore, remains within the sphere of the 
Cushite clan headed by Seba. The eighth nome corresponds to the historic 
city of Abydos, Egyptian capital of pre-dynastic pharaohs of Upper (South) 
Egypt. The name Abdju or Abydos derived from the reliquary containing the 
sacred head of Asir-Seba, furnishing another step in the development of the 
Cushite clan in closest proximity to "Wretched Cush." 

The memorial temple of Seti I of the nineteenth dynasty records the 
names of dynastic pharaohs from Menes forward. The Wikipedia article 
affirms that Abydos was the seat of pre-dynastic pharaohs including three 
members of the "Libyan" family": Ka-ap (Sidon), Khetm (Kitt-Cadmus) and 
Ro (Rodan), the Javanite presence in Upper (South) Egypt. Narmer was 
buried at Abydos. As the seventh heir Nahor, he can be bracket-dated and 
died in the year 2179, only eight years after he and his father Menes began 
to found dynastic Egypt. At that date Abydos was still important enough to 
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be regarded as the pharaonic necropolis. These dates will seem incredibly 
late to conventional scholars, who have inherited a vastly inflated 
chronology from the Abydos King List of Seti I. 


Ruins of Abydos 
from a Wikipedia article on Abydos 
copied March 12, 2010 


Up to this point the nomes of Upper (South) Egypt have remained 
within the realm of the Cushite clan that had just pre-colonized black 
Africa. In the next nome the Cushite clan is at least interrupted by Cush's 
brother Mizraim, the god Min at the nome Min. Min's Hebrew name "Two 
Egypts" suggests that this ninth nome was the point where Ham made his 
chief attempt to exert his claim over the Egyptians. However we have not 
yet pinpointed the moment of the curse-blessing when Ham lost control of 
the Semites and demanded the Egyptians in return. In any case the 
dominance of the Cushite clan over the first eight nomes also represents 
Ham's claim in that Cush was also his son. The emerging implication is that 
the curse-blessing had already occurred and that Noah's family agreed to 
defer to Ham in pre-colonizing this opening sequence of nomes from the 
south. 

By labeling a city at the tenth nome Aphroditopolis, the Hellenes 
identified the nome with the magician goddess Isa (Isis) in that Olympian 
Aphrodite is the Hellenic version of Noah's daughter Arvad-- Parvati of the 
Indians and Isa of the Great Ennead. If the nome of the cobra, Wadkhet, 
actually belonged to Isa, it is another nome assigned to the Cushite clan in 
that Isa was the wife of Asir-Seba. On the other hand this matriarch herself 
belonged to the Canaanite clan under the name Arvad. In this sense the 
process has continued to branch out from the vassals of Cush as in the case 
of Min. The eleventh nome of the Seth Animal, however, returns to the 
Cushite clan in the person of Seth-Shem, Raamah of the clan. The process 
of adding sons of Ham continued with the focal fifteenth nome of Un, 
named for Ham's son Put. At the same time, this nome marked the climax of 
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the Cushite presence in Upper (South) Egypt as Greater Hermopolis, cult 
center of the diluvian ogdoad including all four diluvian males of the 
Cushite clan. Concentration on Shem continues at the eighteenth nome 
where the name is interpreted as Seth, Shem's Great Ennead identity. The 
Hellenic name Crocodilopolis at the twenty-first nome brings us back to the 
"Crocodile Lord" Peleg, Sabtechah of the Cushite clan. 

In short the nomes of Upper (South) Egypt are blanketed by members of 
the Cushite clan with the addition of Ham's four sons, thus identifying this 
part of Egypt with the persons named in Genesis 10:6-7. Japheth and his 
sons were reserved for Lower (North) Egypt despite the fact that Buto was 
the cult center of red Uadjet-Mahadevi, mother of Ham. The Lower (North) 
Egyptian nomes begin with the nome surrounding Memphis destined to 
house Japheth and his sons' great Pyramid Dynasty IV. At this nome of 
"White Walls" the Japhethite theme is established quickly if we allow 
dynastic history to reflect the pre-colonizing process for Lower (North) 
Egypt. 

The nome deities of Lower (North) Egypt are not as easily identified as 
those of Upper (South) Egypt. However an internet article "The Nomes 
(Provinces) of Ancient Egypt" lists major deities for all forty-two nomes. 
Ptah leads the list at the first nome Memphis and signals a shift of emphasis 
to Sidon's Canaanite clan in addition to the Lower (North) Egyptian 
emphasis on Japheth as the god Atum Re of Heliopolis and founder of 
Dynasty IV at Memphis. Both Sidon and Japheth claimed the same mother 
Uma. The chief deity of the second nome, Horus, pervades much of Egypt 
and lacks distinguishing logic. Hathor of the third nome is the Egyptian 
counterpart to yellow Durga of the Mahadevi tetrad. Because she bears the 
same name Sheba as Japheth in Genesis 10 we can take her presence at the 
third nome as a reinforcement of the Japhethite character of Lower (North) 
Egypt. She and Japheth are the parents of Khufu, the Asian-faced pharaoh 
of Dynasty IV and builder of the Great Pyramid at Gizeh. Japheth, Durga 
and Gomer were all very much in existence during the pre-colonization of 
Egypt and no doubt played a foundational role at the start of the Lower 
(North) Egyptian nomes. 

Humphrys could not be more correct in asserting that Khufu was a 
universal ancestor of the human race--- a distinction common to all first 
generation postdiluvians, especially those born early enough to be listed in 
the Genesis 10 system as Gomer is at the head of Genesis 10:2. Humphrys 
could not be more wrong about the evolutionary biology that erases the 
name of Adam from the human record. Such is the Darwinist faith that has 
replaced biblical Christianity in the "modern" world, which we name much 
as we might the "Buddhist" world. Khufu is displayed here to confirm the 
Asian facial type owing to the genetic determinism of the two Shebas of 
Genesis 10-- Japheth and Durga. 
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(Shas: 

} Whe. 
Pharaoh Khufu: 

Gomer son of Japheth and Durga 


from Mark Humphrys' "Common ancestors of all humans" 
copied March 13, 2010 


Dunn identifies Neith as the chief deity of the fourth nome of the 
"Southern Shield." As Noah's daughter Hamath-Anath, she adds to the 
trend toward the Canaanite clan where Hamath appears as the eleventh 
and last name. Neith also dominates the fifth nome of the "Northern 
Shield." The reference to shields probably reflects Neith's character as a 
war goddess. Dunn lists Re as the chief deity of the sixth nome and adds to 
this nome Uadjet-Mahadevi's city of Buto, which originally consisted of the 
two cities of the conflict ritual Dep and Pe. As a nome of Re the sixth adds 
another element to the Japhethite character of Lower (North) Egypt. 

The deity of the seventh nome, Ha, took responsibility for guarding the 
western desert against invaders such as the Libyans. The name Ha and 
western location both suggest Sidon-Ptah's brother Heth, Hellenic Hades 
brother of Poseidon. At Sargon's rise to power, Shem formed an Olympian 
sect in which Hades-Heth was a peripheral member at best. After this 
Olympian alliance migrated to the Aegean and Sargon defeated them there, 
Heth's family could have been assigned the task by the Akkadian victors of 
acting as western guards of the Akkadian Empire against the Aegean. Such 
a western assignment would explain the eventual emergence of Heth's 
Hittite race in Anatolia. The Egyptians then took heed of this tradition and 
applied it to their western desert. In support of this view the Egyptians 
associated Ha with their western underworld Dwat just as the Hellenes 
reckoned Hades god of their underworld. As Canaan's son by the red 
matriarch Mahadevi, Heth undoubtedly contributed substantially to the 
Amerindian stock who settled briefly in Libya before their exile to the 
ultimate extension of Dwat into the Americas. 

Dunn lists Atum, "Totality," as the one major deity of the eighth nome. 
Presumably this name signifies Japheth again as Atum Re. The dominance 
of Japheth over Lower (North) Egypt is reinforced here. At Busiris the god 
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Asir is not just Seba of the Cushite clan but Riphath of the secondary 
Japhethite clan. In that sense he is ideally placed to represent both Egypts. 
Ubiquitous "Horus" follows at the tenth nome. The eleventh offers a new 
element: Shu and Tefnut, the first couple of the Great Ennead. We have 
identified Shu with Cush-Enlil; but if we take Japheth Atum-Re as Shu's 
actual progenitor, Shu's character as an air god identifies him as Japheth's 
red son Magog--- Stribog of the Slavs, Rudra of the Iranians and Hurricano 
of the Caribans. Magog was born soon after the Flood and long since an 
adult in the pre-colonization of Egypt. The Japhethite theme continues. An 
internet authority states that Onuris (Anhur) of the twelfth nome was often 
identified with Shu as though Magog placed a personal claim on two 
successive nomes in the pre-colonization process. The title Atum recurs as 
major deity of the thirteenth nome. 

The chief deities of the next two nomes, Seth and Thoth (Zehuti), 
suggest that at this point in the colonization process Shem and Ham 
reasserted themselves to confirm that they had a stake in Lower as well as 
Upper (South) Egypt. Seth is Shem's name in the Great Ennead and is 
normally associated with Upper (South) Egypt despite this assignment to 
the fourteenth nome of Lower (North) Egypt. 

Thoth-Zehuti is Ham's pantheon name in Egypt. What we observe here 
is that Noah's three antediluvian sons are placed in three successive nomes 
according to their birth order: Japheth Atum in 2618, Shem-Seth in 2616 
and Zehuti-Ham later. These nomes bear the Egyptian names Heq-At 
(Heliopolis), Khent-abt (Tanis) and Tehut (Hermopolis Parva). The Hellenic 
name Hermopolis confirms the identity of Zehuti-Thoth with Hermes, the 
Olympian version of Ham. 

The city Mendes at the sixteenth nome offers a ram deity representing 
the "Ba" or soul of Osiris, a fish goddess and their offspring Horus the 
Child. If we maintain the identity of Horus the Child with Sabtah son of 
Seba, the Mendes tradition simply duplicates the Great Ennead trio of Asir, 
Isa and Har in its own local way. In India these three are clearly defined as 
Shiva, Parvati and Ganesha. A new symbolic element at Mendes is the 
identification of Arvad-Parvati as a fish goddess. That characterization 
could very well reflect the biblical name assigned to Noah's daughter 
Parvati as Arvad, a Phoenician port. That symbol dominates Mendes in the 
nome symbol showing a fish. Our map of Lower (North) Egypt places the 
16h nome not far from the sea and reminds us of the maritime proximity of 
the Nile and Phoenicia including Phoenician Arvad. The all-pervading name 
Horus reappears at the 17th nome. 

Bubastis at the 18th nome is clearly the city of Bast (or Bastet), the 
Egyptian version of Japheth's diluvian wife Kali. Sometimes depicted as a 
dignified cat, Bast also becomes a fierce lioness more in keeping with 
bloodthirsty Kali and with this black matriarch's revenge motive against 
Narmer's murder of her son Cush at the nome of Metelis. The biblical 
formula "Cush and Havilah" signifies an alliance between the black and red 
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matriarchs in their positions in Ethiopia and Arabia in the Braided Goddess 
panel. Accordingly Dunn lists Uadjet (Mahadevi) as chief deity of the next, 
19th nome. As we have seen, Asir-Seba's son Sabtah reappears in the last 
nome of Lower (North) Egypt as the god Sopdu. With these one-on-one 
relationships we can summarize the nome system in forty-two units from 
north to south by indicating just one Genesis ten figure for each. Before 
offering this summary, we need to consider another Egyptian deity, the Nile 
River potter-creator Khnum, identified by Dunn as chief deity of the first 
nome at Elephantine. 


After Ham claimed the Egyptians for himself, his actions resulted in the 
pantheon identification of himself as Zehuti, Mizraim as Min, Put as Un and 
Canaan's firstborn Sidon as Ptah and second born Heth as Ha. We have yet 
to indicate such an identity for Canaan. A clue to Khnum's identity is 
Caroline Seawright's information that Pharaoh Khufu's original name meant 
"Khnum is His Protector." Who or what posed a threat to Japheth's son 
Gomer when he came to power as Khufu? As a son of Japheth Gomer 
inherited the perennial conflict between his father and Ham in defining and 
controlling the Egyptian race. Gomer's title reflects somehow on the god 
which Dunn singles out as major deity of Elephantine despite what we have 
suggested above about the elephant god Ganesha-Sabtah. Gomer's 
"Protector" figures to be a member of Ham's family willing to protect the 
safety of Japhethites traditionally at odds with Ham's family. Khnum was 
the potter-creator of the Egyptian race in at least two senses. Whatever 
member of Noah's family claimed the first nome of Upper (South) Egypt 
began and therefore defined the pre-colonization process of the Nile. This 
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same figure, as aboriginal creator, made peace between the two factions as 
claiming identity with the entire race. Min-Mizraim acquired the name "Two 
Egypts"; but Khnum represented a patriarch in control of the "One Egypt." 

When Noah cursed Canaan, there were limitations to what he could 
impose on him. The curse involved a shift of priesthoods according to which 
Ham and Canaan lost the privilege of serving Elohim and forming the 
Semitic linguistic stock. At no time did Noah have the authority to deny 
Canaan all access to God. On the contrary the curse of servitude implied a 
continuing relationship to God through an alternative priesthood. Noah 
imposed on Canaan the humblest of the priesthoods-- the one that implied 
the lowest human rank. Beyond question this is the shepherd priesthood we 
have labeled the Dumuziship. The revolution of Christianity has given the 
Shepherd principle a radically new and exalted status; but Noah's intention 
was to humiliate Ham's heir Canaan and he succeeded to the extent that 
Canaan ever took on the Dumuziship, a principle inherited from Abel 
though Ham's mother Mahadevi. In 2359 Canaan overthrew this form of 
humiliation by usurping Noah's own Anship of the Heaven principle. 
Between the time of Noah's curse and 2359, however, Canaan submitted to 
his humiliating role in a way that influenced the pre-colonization of Egypt. 

As a male sheep, a ram is the inevitable symbol of the Dumuziship just 
as the lion symbolizes the Egyptian Utuship and a bird the Semitic Enlilship 
(cult of Elohim). Assuming that the curse on Canaan had already occurred 
by 2398, Ham approached the pre-colonization of Egypt having secured the 
promise of Noah to receive compensation for losing the Semites by taking 
charge of Egypt in some preliminary way. He determined to put Canaan's 
humiliation to use by designating a ram god the founder of the Nile system 
at Elephantine and, therefore, in mythological terms, creator of the 
Egyptian race from the clay of the River Nile. The chief deities of the forty- 
two nomes of the Nile can be summarized as follows: 


Elephantine Khnum Canaan (Genesis 10:6) 
Apollonopolis Horus Sabtah (Genesis 10:7) 
Nekhen Nekhebet Uma-Jobab (Genesis 10:29) 


Note that Uma was Canaan's "royal" postdiluvian son inasmuch as she 
was Ham's proper diluvian wife. Dunn shows Khnum along with Nekhebet 
at the third nome. The other two deities listed along with these two are the 
all-purpose Horus and Neith, Uma's daughter by Noah. 


Thebes Amun Shem-Raamah (Genesis 10:7) 
Shem was one of two antediluvian sons of Uma. 


Coptos Min Mizraim (Genesis 10:6) 
Aphroditopolis Hathor Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 
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Hut Bat Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 


A cow goddess of Upper (South) Egypt, Bat is difficult to distinguish 
from the major cow goddess Hathor; and one internet source suggests that 
they are distinguished in two successive nomes only to increase Hathor's 
realm, that is, Durga's realm. 


Abydos Asir (Osiris) Seba (Genesis 10:7) 
Panopolis Min Mizraim (Genesis 10:6) 
Antaeopolis Seth Shem-Raamah (Genesis 10:7) 
Apotheke Seth Shem-Raamah (Genesis 10:7) 


The nome sign at Apotheke is the Seth Animal: 


The Seth Animal 
from www.sangraal.com copied March 15, 2010 


Hut Bat Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 


Note that Durga was Shem's proper diluvian wife and the mother of the 
first heir Arphaxad I. 


Lycopolis Wepwawet (Upuaut) Cush (Genesis 10-6) 


Upuaut was a god of war and the wolf hence the Hellenic name 
Lycopolis, "Wolf City." The identity of this god goes back to the wolf colony 
of the First Kish order in the Cernunnus panel. This wolf or dog stands in 
the relative position of Nippur, cult center of Enlil in Sumer. Kali founded 
that city and handed it down to Cush as chief priest of Enlil and claimant of 
the Semitic Enlilship as realized through his son Nimrod. 


Cusae Hathor Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 


The repeated emphasis on Durga in Upper (South) Egypt derives from 
her having been the mother of Ham's son Mizraim, the personified Egypt in 
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the Hebrew Bible. As far as I know the Egyptian tradition never identifies 
Min as a son of Hathor. 


Hermopolis Zehuti (Thoth) Ham-Havilah (Genesis 10:7) 


At this nome the Egyptians located the ogdoad representing the four 
diluvian couples including Ham and Uma as Heh and Hauhet. Perhaps more 
than any other nome, this one represented the climax of Ham's claim over 


Egypt. 


Herwer Khnum Canaan (Genesis 10:6) 


Dunn localizes Khnum at Herwer "in this district." In doing so he places 
Ham and his original heir Canaan in immediate succession. We can 
conclude that Ham made his chief bid for recognition at these 15th and 
16th nomes of Upper (South) Egypt even though Min-Mizraim had already 
been located at Coptos and Panopolis. 


Saka Anubis Magog (Genesis 10:2) 


The jackal god Anubis and wolf god Upuaut form a complementary pair 
and so do the members of Noah's family to which these Egyptian names 
refer. Cush-Upuaut served the god Enlil, whose Sumerian name means 
"Lord Wind." Magog, as we have seen, appears repeatedly as a wind god--- 
Stribog, Rudra and Hurricano. The canine and lupine imagery of the 
Cernunnus panel and the Egyptian pantheon comes to focus in a set of wind 
gods for a simple reason: dogs, wolves and the wind all howl. In fact Rudra 
is known as "The Howler." Magog is the first Japhethite we have seen and 
in Upper (South) Egypt contrary to the general pattern. His association 
with Cush as wind god has drawn him into a sphere otherwise dominated by 
Ham's family. 


Antaeopolis Nemty (Anti) Uz (Genesis 10:23) 


A Wikipedia article summarizes a narrative from a Egyptian text 
concerning Nemty or Anti. The story has a decidedly postdiluvian ring. 
Seth, seeking to gain power, calls a council of the gods and is obeyed by 
everyone except Thoth. This political scenario fits the perennial conflict 
between Shem-Seth and Thoth-Ham. Fearing interference by the magician 
goddess Isa, Seth holds the meeting on an island. Without recognizing the 
goddess, Nemty unwittingly ferries Isa to the island; and she disrupts the 
meeting with her magic. The name Nemty is said to mean "one who 
travels." 

One internet source compares Nemty to Seth and notes that he is 
presented in formal art exactly like Seth. The article describes both Seth 
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and Nemty as "anarchic" or disruptive and that it how Shem's Yahwist 
iconoclasm always struck a world of idolaters. Nemty's primary name Anti 
may offer a cognate to the Sumerian name Unzi identifiable with Shem's 
son Uz. At this point in the nome system, Shem is putting in his bid for 
iconoclastic power after Ham has established himself at Hermopolis and 
Herwer. Note that Uz and the preceding figure Magog were half-brothers 
through the common maternity of Mahadevi, Ham's mother. In that sense 
Magog and Uz have gained a place in the nomes as Ham's half-brothers 
subsequent to Ham's climactic Hermopolis. 


Oxyrhynchus Seth Shem-Raamah (Genesis 10:7) 


The reason for shifting focus from Shem as Cush's vassal Raamah to 
Shem as Canaan's vassal Jebus is that Canaan-Khnum appears two nomes 
later. Shem became a vassal of both Cush and Canaan in order to vie for 
power in Upper (South) Egypt as Seth. He asserted this power as governor 
of the Egyptians at Sippar after 2338 and maintained his traditional 
contention for power with the ambiguously defined "Horus." If we maintain 
Horus' identity with Sabtah, son of Asir-Seba and Isa-Arvad, it is 
undoubtedly significant that Sabtah's name appears immediately in front of 
Shem's name Raamah in the Cushite list of 10:7. No matter how Horus may 
have prevailed over Seth, Menes and Narmer took command of seminal 
dynastic Egypt as the sixth and seventh heirs of Shem. A Wikipedia article 
on Horus refers to an accumulation of eighty years in which Horus and Seth 
contended for Egypt before Horus won out and pushed Seth into the desert. 
Shem's political downfall in 2244 is traced back to the fall of Noah in 2359 
by the Marduk Epic where Apsu and Mummu fall together. An extrapolation 
of eighty years back from 2359 to 2439 suggests when the curse on Canaan 
took place. These eighty years become the span in which Shem's faction 
held the upper hand until that power collapsed during the colonization era 
described in the next chapter. The date of 2439 for the primal Noachic 
catastrophe fell eleven years before the pre-colonization of Egypt when 
Noah's family were pre-colonizing black Africa. The crocodile may have 
been chosen as Peleg's symbol at that time in that Peleg was destined to 
become the "Divider" of the Noachic world in keeping with the primal 
schism of the curse on Canaan. The tradition of Horus and Seth represents 
how Egyptians were taught to understand this primal schism. 


Herakleopolis Heryshef Shem-Jebus (Genesis 10:16) 


Another reason from shifting from Shem-Raamah to Shem-Jebus as 
vassal is that Canaan-Khnum is the chief god of the next, twenty-first nome. 
Both Khnum and Heryshef are described as rams, meaning that Shem 
shared the Dumuziship with Canaan as his vassal. The Hellenes gave Shem 
a second identity as the hero Herakles after his first identity as Zeus. They 
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understood that Shem's character as Herakles dated back to a relationship 
established before the creation of the Olympian sect in 2244. Shem is 
conceived as a hero by both the Hellenes and the Syrians among whom he 
is known as the heroic storm god Aliyan Bal or Adad. 


Akanthon Khnum Canaan (Genesis 10:6) 
Aphroditopolis Hathor Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 


Dunn adds at this nome the "White Chapel" deities Neith and Sobek. A 
combination of Hathor and Neith brings together Shem's diluvian wife, 
mother of Arphaxad I, and his sister wife Anath, mother of Mash (Math). By 
counting up the nomes assigned to various versions of Shem and Durga 
among the twenty-two nomes of Egypt, we find nearly half the total at nine. 
Such is the impact of Shem-Seth's effort to take control of Upper (South) 
Egypt and share the whole of Egypt with his brother Japheth despite Ham's 
claim to the Egyptian race. All three antediluvian sons of Noah sought a 
share of the Nile River even as Ham identified the river itself with his 
former heir Canaan as Khnum. 


Memphis Ptah Sidon (Genesis 10:15) 


A new theme begins at the first nome of Lower (North) Egypt with the 
Egyptian version of the universal wisdom god Enki-Ea-Kothar-Loki-Ptah. 


Letopolis Horus Sabtah (Genesis 10:7) 


The already familiar theme of Horus-Sabtah, Shem-Seth's antagonist, 
continues but now in Lower (North) Egypt, generally reckoned Horus' 
realm. 


Imu Hathor Durga-Sheba (Genesis 10:28) 


The persistence of Hathor-Durga reminds us that she was the mother of 
Ham's son Mizraim, Egypt personified, as well as having been Shem's 
diluvian wife. 


"Southern Shield" Neith and Sobek Hamath (Genesis 10:18) 


For a second time Dunn pairs Neith with Sobek as he did with the 
"White Chapel" deities of the last nome of Upper (South) Egypt 
Aphroditopolis. The "Crocodile Lord" Sobek-Peleg appears in the Canaanite 
clan with Hamath as Hiv. We have seen the firstborn of the Canaanite clan 
in Sidon-Ptah at the start of the Lower (North) Egyptian sequence; so a 
theme has clearly been established at three of the first four nomes. Neith- 
Hamath reappears at Sais and carries the theme a step further. The 
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opening of the Lower (North) Egyptian sequence is dedicated to members 
of the Canaanite clan. 


Sais Neith Hamath (Genesis 10:18) 
Buto (Dep and Pe) Re Japheth-Sheba (Genesis 10:7) 


Japheth asserts his Lower (North) Egyptian presence here in 
anticipation of his chief Egyptian city Heliopolis. The ritual of Dep and Pe at 
Buto may allude to the Uruk-Aratta war. Dunn adds the name of Uadjet 
("Wadjyt") commonly associated with Buto. 


"West Harpoon" Ha Heth (Genesis 10:15) 


In the space of seven nomes we have now seen four dedicated to four 
different members of the Canaanite clan: Sidon, Heth, Hiv and Hamath. 


Pithom Atum Japheth-Sheba (Genesis 10:7) 
Busiris Asir Seba (Genesis 10:7) 
Athribis Horus Sabtah (Genesis 10:7) 


See the comment on Heliopolis below. 


Leontopolis Shu (and Tefnut) Magog (Genesis 10:2) or 
Cush (10:7) 


This son of Japheth and Mahadevi appears in the Egyptian pantheon as 
both Shu and Anubis-- air god son of Re Atum in the Great Ennead and the 
jackal god complementing the wolf god Upuaut (Cush). This combination of 
the Great Ennead with a complement to Cush underscores the combination 
of Atum and Cushite vassals in this part of the nome system. 


Sebennytus Onuris (Anhur) Magog (Genesis 10:2) 


One internet source states that the abstract god Shu was absorbed into 
the more concrete war god Anhur. As a member of the Japhethite septad of 
Genesis 10:2 and one of the Erechite heroes against Aratta, Magog could 
easily be identified as a war god but only after the Uruk-Aratta war, not in 
the pre-colonization period. In the Uruk-Aratta war Magog undoubtedly led 
one of the griffin armies including ancestors of the Egyptians as well as 
Semites. Anhur was conceived as spiritual leader of the Egyptian army. We 
have now seen Magog in the role of three different Egyptian gods--- Anubis, 
Shu and Anhur. 


Heliopolis Atum Japheth-Sheba (Genesis 10:7) 
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"Sun City" was the chief seat of solar worship in Egypt and the focal 
location of Japheth's dominance in Lower (North) Egypt. Ham maintained 
his version of Lower (North) Egypt by establishing the Cushite Sabtah as 
the dominant, victorious god Horus, the Falcon. Sabtah was genetically 
independent of Noah's three antediluvian sons as was his father Seba-Asir, 
son of Noah and Kali. By enrolling Seba as a vassal of his firstborn Gomer 
under the name Riphath, Japheth attempted to maintain his claim to Lower 
(North) Egypt analogous to that of Shem-Seth over Upper (South) Egypt. By 
giving symbolic depictions of Horus the head of an avian falcon, the 
Egyptians seem to connect this god with the Semites or at least with the 
Semitic element in the griffin armies that defeated Aratta. In view of the 
dual attempt by Shem-Seth and Atum-Japheth to take over the Two Egypts, 
the Semitic-Hamitic dyad of the griffin armies figures as an alliance of these 
two antediluvian sons of Uma against Ham, son of Tiamat-Mahadevi. How 
much of the complementary claims of Shem and Japheth over the Two 
Egypts began in the pre-colonization period is problematic. 


Hypselis Seth Shem-Raamah (Genesis 10:7) 
Hermopolis Parva Thoth Ham-Havilah (Genesis 10:7) 


These three sequential nomes record names of the three antediluvian 
sons of Noah as we have already noted. This sort of deliberate balance 
seems to reflect the cooperative character of the pre-colonizing period 
despite the schism of the sin of Ham before 2398. Essential to this 
cooperation was the creation of the Cushite clan including as it does all four 
antediluvians. Because Cush was Ham's son, Ham could maintain a nominal 
control over Egypt by this means. 


Mendes __ Benebdjet tetrad: Re, Shu, Geb, Asir Japheth-Sheba 
(Genesis 10:7) 

Magog (Genesis 10:2), Noah-Dedan (Genesis 10:7), Asir-Seba 
(Genesis 10:7) 


Dunn states that Pharaoh Ahmose of Dynasty 26 set up the Benebdjet 
tetrad for each of its four souls. It combines three vassals of Cush and 
either Magog or Cush himself. All four gods are members of the Great 
Ennead. 


"The Throne" Horus Sabtah (Genesis 10:7) 


This nome adds a fourth member of the Cushite clan following the entry 
on Mendes. 

Bubastis Bast Kali-Ophir (Genesis 10:29) 

Tanis Uadjet Mahadevi-Havilah 

(Genesis 10:29) 
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These successive nomes of the Delta echo the biblical dyad of "Cush and 
Havilah" dating back to the antediluvian world and referring to the black 
race of Adam and red race of Abel. 


Per-Sopdu Sopdu Sabtah (Genesis 10;7) 


In summary the chief deities of the Egyptian nomes represent only a 
fraction of the members of the Genesis 10 system: the four antediluvian 
males as members of the Cushite clan; Japheth's son Magog under three 
distinct Egyptian identities; Ham's sons of Genesis 10:6; Seba (Asir), Sabtah 
(Horus and Sopdu) and Sabtechah (Sobek-Peleg) of the Cushite clan; 
Canaan's sons Sidon and Heth (Ptah and Ha) as well as Hamath-Anath also 
of the Canaanite clan; and the Mahadevi tetrad, female survivors of the 
Flood. The high antiquity of most of these figures clearly implies that these 
persons established their formal presence in Egypt in the concrete pre- 
colonization period 2398 and 2268. 


Chapter Seven 
The Colonization of Mesopotamia 2368-2338 


The scribe at Isin responsible for the Sumerian King List makes no 
attempt to explain how we get from the final antediluvian dynasty at 
Shuruppak to the first postdiluvian dynasty at Kish. Such knowledge does 
not fall within his purview. His only concern is with the passage of 
namlugal or kingship from city to city. How and when those cities came to 
be does not concern him. In this sense he is a dispensationalist focused 
exclusively on the reality of the "dispensation of human government." He 
shows no interest in economics and merely assumes that the rulers he lists 
possessed sufficient resources to maintain power during the periods and in 
the places he names. Independent documents closer in time to the periods 
they describe mention such issues as digging wells or border disputes. Still 
the phenomenon of "kingship" reigns supreme and could not become 
functional until the cities these kings ruled over had been built. 

Moderns who instinctively deny the Bible will assume that the Sumerian 
Flood was local and had little to do with world population or the origin of 
nations. They must assume that Sumerians got wet, dug their way out of 
the mud, slogged their way from Shuruppak to Kish and maintained the 
status quo world without end. According to this explanation, there is no 
need for a 150-year period to fill the blank space between the last of 
Shuruppak and the first of Kish. As for "kingship," these moderns explain it 
as a Sumerian folkway, stereotyped in presentation for essentially the same 
reason that water flows downward or the sun rises in the morning and sets 
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in the evening. William Hallo gives voice to this explanation -- this spiritual 
attitude -- by informing us that, when Sumerians said "before the Flood," 
they only meant prehistory, the same oblivious, empty, godless prehistory 
that Hallo's civilization clings to in order to maintain their secular 
equilibrium. 

Noah and his family differed radically from the modern types I have just 
described. They found a vast world of creative enterprise before them and 
pursued it with a variety of motives, chiefly political.Instead of believing 
that all men are created equally meaningless, they found great meaning in 
their own persons and destinies. In 2368 they were returning to 
Mesopotamia for the second time. The first time they descended from the 
mountains of Urartu as only eight persons, moved about from year to year 
and established claims to the lands named in Lugalannemundu's 
inscription. Now they returned with a sizeable population more than 
sufficient to found or re-found eight cities in Mesopotamia and coordinate 
these with the claims they had made a century and a half earlier. 

A logical key to what followed is that the cities they created differed 
widely in respect to how much distance separated them from the lands they 
were to control. This system would have worked well enough if the family 
were as amicable as they had been immediately after the Flood. 
Unfortunately Ham's sin and Noah's curse around 2439 had occurred and 
inspired antipathies and motives of vengeance. The various distances from 
city to land resulted in pathways for vengeance. Uma and Shem enjoyed the 
privilege of founding cities within their original claims. Umma lay within 
Sumer and Kish within Akkad. Just how they gained this privilege can only 
be explained in terms of their status from before the Flood. Uma ranked 
high as the mother of two male survivors. She dealt with her two sons by 
enabling one to claim central Mesopotamia and the other to inherit the 
Nile. 

Ham's claim to Martu (Uz) was decided undesirable; but he was 
compensated at first by the high privilege of the Enlilship, the priesthood of 
a name so great that its sway extended from control of the Semitic 
linguistic stock to the Sumerian cult at Nippur where no Sumerian god 
ranked higher than "Lord Wind." The eventual inspiration of the Hebrew 
Bible, in Semitic, reveals that this Enlilship meant not only God's creation of 
the universe but His creation of uniquely inspired Scripture. The 
intervening history of Amorite-Semitic Hammurabi's law code reinforces 
the theme that Semitism meant verbal authority of the highest order. That 
is the privilege that Ham lost when he uncovered his father's nakedness. 
We will see what Ham drew from his efforts to overcome this great loss 
when the time came for him to found his city shortly before 2338. 

Japheth's continued efforts to hold Lower (North) Egypt suggests that, 
in his case, the developing world order gave him triangular control of a city 
in Sumer, the original claim to Syria north of Martu (Uz) and Lower (North) 
Egypt. We can even conceive of this empire as tri-lingual with the existing 
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lingua franca Sumerian spoken at the imperial capital in Sumer, Satem 
Indo-European (his portion of the Genesis 9 settlement) in the north and 
Hamitic in Egypt. Such a triangle acts as a paradigm for all eight members 
of the elite family. In Uma's case the "triangle" existed only as an 
abstraction since she laid claim to the whole of Sumer as her empire and 
came to be known as a variety of different goddesses within the Sumerian 
scheme -- Nanshe, Ningal, Nammu, Ningirda and Shara. These different 
names signify not only different maternities but also various regions within 
Sumer conceived as an empire in itself. A linguistic triangle, in her case, 
consisted logically of the Sumerian, Uralic (akin to Sumerian) and her son 
Shem's Centum Aryan stock formed genetically by her diluvian union with 
Ham. 

Special attention goes to Noah's share of this scheme formed soon after 
2368 when he re-founded Eridu and linked it to his distant Subarian claim 
on the Upper Tigris. This arrangement served as background for the 
catastrophe of 2359 as recounted in the Hurrian Song of Kumarbi: 

Long ago in primeval years Alalu was king in heaven. Alalu was sitting 
on the throne, and weighty Anu, the foremost of the gods, was sitting before 
him. He was bowing down at his feet, and was placing in his hand the 
drinking cups. For a mere nine years Alalu was king in heaven. In the ninth 
year Anu gave battle against Alalu and defeated him. He [Alalu] fled before 
him and went down to the Dark Earth, and Anu took his seat on his throne. 
Anu was sitting on his throne, and weighty Kumarbi was giving him drink. 
[Kumarbi] was bowing down at his feet and placing in his hands the 
drinking cups. (Harry A Hoffner, Jr. Hittite Myths, 42) 

In this text the name "Alalu" represents Noah; and "Kumarbi" 
represents Shem. In the Semitic Marduk Epic, the same two in the same 
historic rules are named "Apsu" and "Mummu." In both traditions the name 
Anu, aside from designating the Anship of Noah's Altaic, stands for their 
cursed adversary Canaan. 

The nine years of Alalu's reign are the first nine years of the 
colonization era between 2368 and 2359 during which Noah retained the 
Anship -- priesthood of divine name El Elyon known to the Sumero- 
Akkadians as An and Anu. By bestowing this name on Canaan, both 
traditions imply that Noah's loss of the Anship in 2359 was real and 
permanent. In the Hebrew Bible, Melchizedek not Noah is the priest of El 
Elyon and that priesthood is maintained at Salem (proto-Jerusalem) in the 
land of Canaan, not the land of Noah. The Hurrian text goes on to state that 
Anu was defeated by Kumarbi after another nine years (2359-2350); and 
that development explains precisely why Kumarbi-Shem-Melchizedek laid 
hold on the Anship in some form survivable down to the time of the 
Abrahamic war of Genesis 14. 

If we take the second nine-year era as literally as the first, we recognize 
that the colonization era was divided into thirds with momentous political 
changes occurring at the close of each. After the second third in 2350, 
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Canaan-Anu gave up his male progeny to the Inanna Succession of Shem's 
line. Here is how the Song of Kumarbi puts this development rather grossly: 
[Kumarbi] bit his [Anu's] loins, and his "manhood" united with Kumarbi's 
insides like bronze [results from union of copper and tin]. When Kumarbi 
had swallowed the "manhood" of Anu, he rejoiced and laughed out loud. 
Anu turned around and spoke to Kumarbi: "Are you rejoicing within yourself 
because you have swallowed my 'manhood'? Stop rejoicing within yourself! 
I have placed inside you a burden." (42-43) 

That burden is precisely all the trouble that came to Shem because of 
the Inanna Succession deriving his imperial heirs from the physical heirs of 
his adversary Canaan. 

Each nine-years ended in a catastrophe either for Shem's faction or for 
Ham's. First came Noah's loss of the Anship; then the creation or 
enforcement of the Inanna Succession; and finally Ham's fiasco of the 
Tower of Babel. During these same years cities were being founded. We 
must determine the connection between these foundations and the process 
of nine-year periods affirmed by the Hurrian tradition. Thus far we have 
interpreted the Noahic world order as an ogdoad based on the eight 
survivors of the Flood as in the Egyptian Ogdoad of Hermopolis. However, 
it is now apparent that, when the family made their way from the Nile Delta 
to Mesopotamia, they conceived of themselves as an ennead consistent with 
the Great Ennead of Memphis. For one thing the Egyptian Nile was so rich 
a prize that it had to be added to the primary list of lands claimed after the 
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Flood. More important the primary cities of Mesopotamia established at 
this time fall into three sets of three: the south Sumerian triad of Eridu, Ur 
and Uruk; the north Sumerian set of Umma, Lagash and Nippur; and the 
Akkadian trio of Kish, abortive "Babel" and Sippar. 

The map on the following page omits Umma west of Lagash but includes 
the other eight cities embedded in a matrix of cities founded later in 
Mesopotamian history. The later city of Babylon was probably founded at or 
near the location of abortive "Babel." The map distinguishes between 
Lagash and Girsu even though the worship of the god Ningirsu was 
centered at Lagash. Adab is the city where Peleg regained power after the 
Uruk-Aratta war under the name Lugalannemundu. Isin shows the place, 
southwest of Nippur, where the Sumerian King List was compiled and 
inscribed. The northernmost of the primary cities in Sumer proper, Nippur, 
was the cult center of the chief god Enlil, "Lord Wind." 

The Anship meant absolute political authority to pass a decree by fiat 
binding on all the inhabitants of the world. This power was so great and 
dangerous that the world community would recognize its exercise only once 
by any given priest of An. Noah's disgust with Ham was so great that he 
exhausted his one use of this power in the curse-blessing. The text of 
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Genesis 9-11 is designed to emphasize the decrees of Noah and his three 
antediluvian sons. The Tower of Babel event resulted from Ham's one use of 
this power. Shem's use of it took the form of the Inanna Succession 
reflected in the particular list of his heirs in Genesis 11. Japheth's exercise 
of this power explains why Genesis 10 contains only three sections and 
lacks one for Noah despite his having begotten sons and daughters 
incorporated into it. 

Japheth, not Ham, deposed Noah from the Anship and "cast him into the 
Dark Earth" in 2359. The Song of Kumarbi attributes this overthrow to 
Canaan because the source of this Hurrian tradition understood Canaan's 
vengeance motive that profited from it. But the decree itself was owing to 
Japheth for entirely different reasons. The Algonquians retained a tradition 
directly relevant to this decree of Japheth's. They recall Noah and Japheth 
as "brothers" named Glooskap and Maslum, the first good and the other 
evil. Meaning lies in the particular names. These are the Algonquian 
cognates of the names Lehab and Masluh, Noah and Japheth as vassals of 
Mizraim. That vassalage to Egypt personified meant that Japheth deposed 
Noah purely to further his designs on Egypt. He traded whatever loyalty he 
felt for Noah for recognition in Lower (North) Egypt as Atum Re, head of 
the Great Ennead. 

The Great Ennead records the political system built along with the 
Mesopotamian cities but only after Noah was cast down making him Geb, 
the earth god of the Ennead. Except for the revolution of 2359, Noah would 
have headed an ennead featuring the Altaics of the Anship rather than 
Egyptians of the Utuship as headed by Japheth-Atum Re. Japheth was more 
devoted to his mother Uma that his father Noah. His great goal in life had 
always been to create a perfect society on the Nile. The word atum 
embodied this ambition. The concept of "totality" carried aesthetic 
implications. His value system was aesthetic, beginning with his mother's 
beauty and his own. Sufficient beauty resides in the remnants of ancient 
Egyptian civilization to reveal how well he succeeded at his goal. The name 
"Japheth" is based on a Hebrew word meaning "beautiful." We can check 
the man's appearance against the rest of the diluvian family in the Panel of 
the Armless Man in Chapter Four. 

Three members of the Great Ennead are incorporated into a traditional 
pictorial design with the earth god Geb lying prone at the base, the air god 
Shu standing upright in the center and the sky goddess stretched out in an 
arc above: 
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The Sky Goddess Nut with Geb and Intervening Figures 
The image is taken from Joel R. Primack's "Cosmology and Culture" at 
http://physics.ucsc.edu/cosmo/primack abrams/COSMO>HTM and copied 
on March 21, 2010. 


In this version the red circle of the sun rests on a figure equivalent to 
Shu and sitting in a boat. An important point is that Nut's elongated arms 
and legs plant her hands and feet at the same level as Geb. 

The design represents how ancestors of the Egyptians conceived of the 
world of Mesopotamia following the overthrow of Noah in 2359. The 
depiction is cartographic. The figure of Noah has become Geb after being 
cast out of heaven and lies in the position of Eridu in southern Sumer where 
his supplanter Sidon has become Enki, "Lord of the Land" and therefore of 
the earth. The Altaic race, who would originally have inhabited Sumer 
under Noah's rule, have been stretched out as the figure of Nut in 
essentially three locations -- Agade in the center, Martu (Uz) at Nut's hands 
and arms and Elam at her legs and feet. The central figure in the boat 
represents Semites at Nippur, the seat of Enlil-Shu; and the solar disc lies 
at the Sumerian cult center of Sippar where Hamites are concentrated. It is 
important to recognize that this design was only briefly realized, if at all, in 
the period between 2359 and 2338. 

The political goal of this scheme was to seal off Mesopotamia from the 
sort of "triangulation" into nine empires that we have suggested. For 
example Kali's Nippur is now cut off by Nut's feet -- a segment of the Altaic 
arc -- from her claim land of Elam and from her imperial dissemination of 
the Elamo-Dravidians and Austronesians. Because avians are an early 
postdiluvian symbol of Semites, the bird inside Nut's arm symbolizes a body 
of Martu (Uz) Amorites cut off from expansion to the west. The purpose of 
their enclosure is to secure the Nile for development by remaining 
members of the Ennead: Japheth-Atum and the two couples Asir-Isa and 
Seth-Nephthys. The original scheme of nine empires would have allowed for 
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too much expansion in all directions, potentially threatening this coveted 
monopoly of the Nile. Another way to understand the Geb-Nut image is as a 
counterpart to the Cernunnus Panel of the Gundestrup Caldron but deriving 
from Hamites rather than Celts and depicting the era 2368-2338 rather 
than the subsequent First Kish era 2338-2308. 

Disposing of the Altaics was particularly important to Noah's enemies. 
They were the people most likely to remain loyal to him. The image of Geb- 
Noah stripped naked accorded with the reality of a leader who had lost all 
of his followers. The image also recalls Noah's having been stripped naked 
by Ham as though that seminal act of rebellion prophesied Noah's loss of 
his Altaics. Assuming that the Altaics remained in Mesopotamia with all 
other nations until the Tower of Babel judgment, they must have dispersed 
into the arc described by the figure of Nut to become an undercurrent of 
the First Kish order. The eventual distribution of Altaics throughout their 
region of the earth reproduced the same arc they adopted in the First Kish 
period. Ancestors of the Turks lay to the west in Martu (Uz); of the 
Siberians, in Subir; and of Mongols, Koreans and Japanese in the east. The 
names Subir or Subaria may well be cognate with the name Siberia, 
depending on whatever origin belongs to that name for Asiatic Russia. 

An alternative and more cogent explanation of the Altaic disposition is 
that these followers of Noah were led away immediately after 2359, taught 
the Hamitic lingua franca, dispersed across the arc and left there while the 
Tower of Babel was being built. The essential element in the narrative of 
Genesis 11 is illicit linguistic unity, not necessarily that all members of the 
world community were located at Babel. In this alternative case, the Altaics 
were already serving Ham's faction by imprisoning the world community 
within Mesopotamia from all directions. 

The ninth founder of the colonization program was Seba-Asir, chosen to 
replace a lacking son of Kali who failed to survive the Flood. Seba received 
the symbolic name "Adam" as representative of the black father of the 
human race. He adopts the name both as Amorite ruler Adamu and as 
Sumerian ritual sinner Adapa, the probable basis of his Cushite name Seba. 
In the Sumerian Pantheon he emerges with his same name Dumuzi-abzu 
given to his mother Kali, identifying him as closely with her as Ham with his 
mother Mahadevi under the duplicated Genesis 10 name Havilah. Despite 
his being a postdiluvian, the antediluvian ogdoad admitted him as a co- 
member of what now became the Great Ennead. 

Some members of the Great Ennead were antediluvian survivors. 
Others, including Asir-Seba, served as_ symbolic counterparts to 
antediluvians. For example, Seth-Shem's sister-wife Nephthys-Anath served 
to represent their mother Uma, who fails to appear immediately in the 
Ennead. In the quasi-genetic system of the Ennead, the sky goddess Nut 
stands immediately for Mahadevi. First Mahadevi was the original, diluvian 
wife of Noah-Geb. Second, she stands for the whole tetrad in the Indian 
pantheon. Third she fills out the tetrad as complement to Kali, mother of 
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Asir and Isa; Uma, as mother of Seth and Nephthys; and Durga, who 
appears in the Ennead as Shu's wife Tefnut. Ham takes on the character of 
air god Shu as original founder of the Semitic stock. The Shu-Tefnut match, 
therefore, embodies Ham and Durga, parents of Mizraim, the Hamite 
symbol of Egypt. By making Atum-Re Japheth the father of Shu and Tefnut 
without a mother, the Ennead tradition is declaring that Japheth was a 
founder of an Egyptian race inherited by the parents of Ham's son Mizraim. 
Elsewhere we have identified Shu with Ham's firstborn Cush. 

Members of the Great Ennead can be listed either in their given, semi- 
genetic order or in the order of the Mesopotamian cities they founded. Both 
ideas can be conveyed by adopting the order of the cities and assigning 
numbers according to their generations in the Ennead: 


Eridu Noah Geb (3) 

Ur Durga Tefnut (2) 

Uruk Japheth Atum Re (1) 
Lagash Mahadevi Nut (3) 


Umma Uma, mother of Anath Nephthys (4) 
Nippur Kali, mother of Arvad Isa (4) 


Kish Shem Seth (4) 
"Babel" Ham Shu (2) 
Sippar Seba Asir (4) 


In attempting a historical reconstruction, we are faced with the 
possibility that an original plan was put into effect while Noah was still in 
power and then replaced with a different plan after 2359. Furthermore a 
second revolution took place in 2359 when, according to The Song of 
Kumarbi, Shem invoked the Inanna Succession against Noah's conqueror 
Canaan. These two revolutions must be factored into the course of the 
colonization process; and the same is true of Ham's Tower of Babel scheme 
late in the era. Given a plan for these nine cities from the outset in 2368, 
the basic module for the creation of any one colony was three years, thus 
accumulating 27 years down to 2341. But what do we make in the 
breakdown to a birth order process posed by Japheth's founding Uruk 
rather than farther north and nearer his brothers at Kish and "Babel"? 

One clue to this breakdown is that Ur and Uruk were founded in 
succession by Durga and Japheth, the two figures in Genesis 10 to bear the 
same name "Sheba." That clue, however, only compounds the mystery. If 
Japheth's founding of Uruk subverted an earlier scheme, we need to 
determine what that first scheme consisted of. At the same time, we must 
determine how Japheth's use of the Anship against Noah served to break 
down the first scheme. Durga belonged to the same Asian race as Noah. 
Japheth was less Asian and more Caucasoid in appearance than his brother 
Shem. In that light the duplication of the name Sheba makes no sense. A 
union between Japheth and Durga produced Japheth's firstborn Gomer. In 
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this context, what did Japheth's agreement with Canaan to depose Noah 
accomplish? 

We can begin by asking who would have founded Uruk if it had not been 
for Japheth's action. I assume that Mahadevi, Uma and perhaps Kali were 
all Japheth's elders. Uma was, in fact, his mother. The location of Lagash 
slightly farther south than Umma suggests that its founder Mahadevi was 
older than Uma though younger than Durga. If strict birth order had 
prevailed, Mahadevi would have founded the third city Uruk. She became 
the pivotal element in the revolution of 2359 by yielding her privilege of 
founding the third city to Japheth. As Tiamat of the Marduk Epic, she pled 
with Noah not to execute Ham and his family. Then she did nothing to save 
Noah when his enemies succeed in destroying him. An inspection of the text 
shows that Tiamat simply plays no role in the action: Ea (Sidon), "When he 
thus subdued Apsu, slew him." This slaying in the Akkadian epic is 
equivalent to the casting of Alalu down from heaven to the "Dark Earth" in 
the Hurrian tradition. As for Tiamat her only explicit role is to plead 
intensely for Ham's family when Noah-Apsu has the power to destroy them: 


When Tiamat heard this, 

She was wroth and cried out to her husband; 

She cried out and raged furiously, she alone. 

She pondered the evil [destroying Ham's family, “the divine 

brothers"] 

in her heart 

[and said]: 

“Why should we destroy that which we ourselves have brought forth? 

Their way is indeed very painful, but let us take it good naturedly." 
(Alexander Heidel, The Babylonian Genesis, 19) 


A more significant passage with a direct bearing on the revolution of 
2359 occurs after Marduk is born and "caused waves and disturbed 
Tiamat." Not only is she disturbed in a new way, but the gods point out her 
inconsistency in regard to her husband Apsu-Noah: 


The gods were not at rest, carrying on like the storm; 

They planned evil in their hearts. 

They said to Tiamat, their mother; 

“When they slew Apsu, thy spouse, 

Thou didst not march at his side, but thou didst sit quietly." (22) 


The context, at this point, refers to the period when Mahadevi was 
drawn into the Aratta schism. The retrospect on her failure to support her 
husband makes no sense unless she possessed the power to assist him. 
Thus we are looking at a combination of events occurring after 2308 with 
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those leading up to Noah's catastrophe in 2359. The historical crux 
connecting the two events is that the Aratta schism took aim against 
Japheth's city Uruk and the seven Japhethites of Genesis 10:2. Although the 
gods only accuse her of "sitting quietly" in 2359, that silence implies 
treachery; and it makes good sense to describe that treachery as yielding 
the privilege of founding Uruk to Japheth. 

We have still not explained why Japheth wished to found Uruk and how 
that privilege prompted him to invoke the curse of the Anship against Noah. 
Curiously we have just identified the pictorial embodiment of the Anship, 
Egyptian Nut, with Mahadevi. The picture grows clearer. Mahadevi's 
reward for betraying Noah was to represent his Anship in the new order of 
the Great Ennead. At the head of the Ennead Japheth-Atum persuaded her 
to grant him the privilege of founding Uruk with the offer of making her, 
rather than Inanna, the Queen of Heaven. Ironically of course she was 
destined to become Ereshkigal, the Queen of Hell. But the logic of the Great 
Ennead in the colonization era was full of surprises. 

The final solution to what happened in 2359 lies in the fact that the 
Anship rests at the heavenly pinnacle of the theocratic ogdoad; and 
Mahadevi's Dumuziship proper to her Amerindian stock lies at the bottom. 
Japheth offered to make Mahadevi the chief priestess of An and supreme 
leader of the Altaic linguistic stock. This offer "created Nut." In order to 
achieve this high status, Mahadevi had to "sit quietly" while Noah was 
deposed from the same privilege. Meanwhile Japheth coveted the solar 
Utuship and the Nile, not the Anship and Altaics. All Mahadevi had to do to 
achieve this goal was to hand over to Japheth the privilege of founding Uruk 
within the first triad of such foundations together with Noah at Eridu and 
Durga at Ur. In the Ennead Japheth-Atum made Durga his "daughter" 
Tefnut and adopted the same name Sheba as her in Genesis 10. These steps 
were preliminary to possessing the authority needed to depose Noah from 
the Anship. Just why membership in the first triad of founders gave Japheth 
this power may never be known; but the fact is that he served Sidon-Ea of 
the Marduk Epic and Canaan-Anu of The Song of Kumarbi in doing so. 
When Canaan, Sidon and Japheth conspired in this way against Noah, 
Mahadevi failed to "march at his side." 

If the maneuver at Uruk had not occurred, Mahadevi would have 
founded Uruk; Uma would have founded Lagash; and her favored son 
Japheth would have founded Umma. Nippur and the cities in Akkad 
remained in the same order of founders as originally planned. So the impact 
of the revolution of 2359 on this aspect of the colonization program was not 
very great. As a breakdown in political due process, however, it played a 
definite role in subsequent events such as the Uruk-Aratta War. Peleg and 
Mahadevi made war specifically against Uruk and could not have ignored 
the irregular manner in which the city was founded. That is why the 
Marduk Epic treats the events of 2359 and the Uruk-Aratta war as an 
unbroken narrative. Once the First Kish era ended and Sumerian power 
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shifted south to Uruk, the case against Uruk arose to give an air of 
legitimacy to the Aratta schism. 

Furor continued within the colonization era as Shem and then Ham 
invoked their one-time-only privilege of the Anship to make the world do 
their bidding. According to The Song of Kumarbi, Shem created or 
confirmed the Inanna Succession at this time as a blow against Canaan by 
swallowing up the latter's genetic heirs as his own political heirs. According 
to the results, he seems to have exercised poor judgment. But that is not 
necessarily the case despite the disastrous result in 2244 when his fifth heir 
chased him out of Mesopotamia. The Hurrian tradition affirms that Shem's 
action occurred eighteen years into the era in 2350 just as the colonization 
process passed from the second triad of cities to the third in which Shem 
was due to found his city Kish. 

According to the MHurrian text, Anu (Canaan) claims to have 

impregnated Kumarbi (Shem) with five gods. Because Shem's first heir was 
his son Arphaxad, these five heirs extend through the sixth heir Serug- 
Manishtushu unless the powerful Joktan is counted along with Peleg: 
“First I have impregnated you with the noble Storm God [=Tessub]. Second 
I have impregnated you with the irresistible Aranzah River. Third I have 
impreg-nated you with the noble Tasmisu. [And] two additional terrible 
gods [perhaps AGILIM and KAZAL] I have place inside you as burdens. In 
the future you will end up striking the boulders of Mount Tassa with your 
head!" (Hittite Myths, 43) 

Chapter Five identifies these heirs of the Inanna Succession as Salah, 
Kazal; Eber, Agilim (Gilgamesh); Peleg, Tessub, as the secondary storm god 
Perkuna distinct from Shem-Tar; Joktan (Aram), Aranzah River; and Reu- 
Nimrod-Asshur, Tasmisu. Significantly KAZAL emerges from Kumarbi's 
skull after the latter has dialogued with Ea, Sidon, Salah's actual father. 
The god Agilim, representing Eber, has already been born after declaring 
that "Ellil will give me his strength." This remark has value in two respects. 
Eber-Gilgamesh was known for his strength; and Ellil is the Akkadian name 
for Enlil equivalent to Elohim of the Hebrews, who trace their descent from 
Eber. 

The editor of Hittite Myths, Gary Beckman, points out that the central 
theme of the whole Kumarbi Cycle is the conflict between Kumarbi and 
Tessub. According to our reconstruction, that means between Shem and his 
fourth heir Peleg. That perspective poses a problem because Peleg appears 
to be functioning as a Shemite loyalist in the First Kish period following the 
Tower of Babel event. In the Hittite-Hurrian tradition, Tessub-Peleg typifies 
the whole body of heirs determined to cause Kumarbi-Shem trouble from 
the instant that he made them his heirs. We must ask ourselves what he 
hoped to gain from this troublesome arrangement. 

In taking stock of the Kumarbi Cycle, Shem's first heir Arphaxad 
appears as Kumarbi's son Silver. At one point Silver makes the sun and 
moon bow down to him in keeping with Arphaxad's role at Ur as moon god 
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Nanna and father of the sun god Utu. By giving him the name Silver, an 
inanimate substance, the Hittite tradition calls to mind the way the Chinese 
refer to Arphaxad as the "Jade Emperor." More striking we have long 
concluded that Arphaxad was the original designer of the Gundestrup 
Caldron prototype, investing it with his systematic knowledge of the Noahic 
heritage. The extant Caldron is made of silver; and we have no reason to 
doubt that the prototype consisted of the same substance. The color of 
silver is sometimes compared with that of the moon in keeping with 
Arphaxad's character as the universal moon god Nanna, Suen, Yerikh and 
Daksha. Jade is a stone that might be compared to the pallor of the moon. 

As we would expect of Shem's one heir independent of the Inanna 
Succession, Silver falls afoul of two of the later heirs, Tessub and Tasmisu, 
Peleg and Reu-Nimrod. In the Song of Silver, this pair desire to make war 
on Silver but are apparently intimidated by him: 

Tasmisu began to speak to Tessub: "Is it not possible for you to thunder? 

Do you not know how? On the... Silver has become king, and now he 
drives all the gods with a goad of pistachio wood." Tessub began to speak 
back to his vizier: "Come let us go and eat. Our father Kumarbi, did not 
defeat Silver. We will now defeat Silver." They took each other by the hand, 
the two brothers, and to... they set out. In one stage they made [the trip]. 
At the city of... they arrived. They... [ed]. On the... Silver is sitting like 
a Shaft. They feared him. .the violent god. (Hittite Myths, 50) 

Here in the plainest language is a political dialogue caused by the 
revolution of 2350, the Inanna Succession. Two powerful heirs of that 
succession, Peleg and Reu-Nimrod, complain that Shem failed to get rid of 
the threat posed by the first, independent heir Arphaxad. They decide to go 
to war with him; and that is precisely what happened when Peleg and 
Nimrod led the Aratta Schism and found Arphaxad to be their chief enemy 
at Haran, as Taranis of the Taranis panel. Another feature of the Song of 
Silver consistent with Arphaxad's life is that he is described as an "orphan" 
with a living mother. Obviously Arphaxad must have felt that Shem had 
disowned him when he first got word that all subsequent heirs would come 
from the line of Canaan rather than his own line. At one point, Silver comes 
to his mother weeping to realize that he is commonly regarded as an 
orphan. She informs him that his father Kumarbi still lives and that Tessub 
is Silver's brother. Such is the consternation inspired by the Inanna 
Succession in the house of Arphaxad I. 

Despite our empiricist tendency to attribute the survival of traditions 
and texts to random chance (or God working seemingly at random in our 
eyes), we have good reason to question why the Inanna Succession was so 
emphatically remembered by the Hurrians and Hittites. This question 
relates to the question of how the Hittite and Hurrian languages fit into the 
Indo-European linguistic stock. Ancestors either witnessed Shem's decision 
in 2350 at first hand or were carefully taught by other witnesses to 
remember it. The Hittite language is generally supposed to be an early 


303 


stage of Indo-European before the distinction between the Centum and 
Satem divisions developed. That perspective can be radically shortened to 
mean that Hittite represented Indo-European prior to the division of the 
general stock into eleven parts in 2338. 

As Indo-Europeans ancestors, the Hittites took an interest in the creator 
Shem's decree to enforce the Inanna Succession from 2350 forward. 

As eighth member of the sequence of nine colonial founders, Ham 
issued his decree of the Tower of Babel in 2344 exactly a century before the 
accession of Sargon, his grandson through Cush. Two traditions bear on the 
Tower of Babel scheme: the Hellenic myth of the Fall of the Rebel Titans 
and, indirectly, the Egyptian record of the massacre at Metelis with ten 
execution victims identified by our logic with Ham's sons and the Javanites. 
King Narmer felt justified in executing these ten once he took power in 
Egypt because the crime of the Tower of Babel had depended on the 
Egyptian language and the ten had served to organize the linguistic side of 
the scheme. We have attributed this activity to the Cushite clan; but they 
were acting involuntarily under Cush, one of the ten victims. The ten 
worked voluntarily throughout the colonization era to convert one colony 
each from Eridu northward to the Egyptian language. 

The process began with the four Javanites, the genetic family of Sidon, 
Noah's supplanter at Eridu and the Sumerian god Enki with his Apzu 
Temple at Eridu. Waddell's firm persuasion that the Lagashite dynasty was 
somehow "Phoenician" leads us to place the Javanite Tarshish (Phoenix) at 
the fourth city Lagash, founded by Mahadevi. Sidon's son Elishah (Agenor) 
logically played this linguistic role at the first city Eridu. We can place the 
Javanite Rodan (Danaus) at the second city of Ur on the basis of an Aegean 
perspective. Inanna and Utu of the triad of Ur reappear in the Olympian 
tradition as Artemis and Apollo "born" on the island of Delos. That island 
lies in the heart of the Cyclades at the west end of a southern Aegean, 
starting on the east with Rodan's Rhodes and including Crete. Kitt (Khetm- 
Cadmus) took over the linguistic assignment at Japheth's Uruk and 
eventually accounted both for Cadmus' city of Thebes and for the Kittim- 
Macedonians farther north. Thebes in Boeotia can be taken as complement 
to Sparta in Laconia, the land named for Lacedaemon-Japheth, founder of 
Uruk. 

The section of the process featuring sons of Ham began at the fifth city 
Umma as evidenced later by Hallo's account of Umma in the Dynasty III 
period (2278-2248). In the third "generation" frame of that period, Hallo 
names Lugal-kitun, "King Kitun," as ruler at Uruk. That name and place 
harmonizes perfectly with our suggestion that the Javanite Khetm-Kitt took 
charge of linguistic change among the original colonists of Uruk. In this 
context, we pay close attention to the contemporary rulers at Umma -- Enlil- 
gi and the second "generation" and Ush of the third. As brief as it is, the 
distinguishing element "gi" in the first name fits neatly into our concept of 
Amerindian origins as though Creus and Coeus were Ham's sons by a "red" 
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female such as Noah's daughter Zemar-Ganga. Aside from the major 
Algonquian nation Cree, the Titan Creus, in the form "Gi," reinforces the 
concept that ancestors of the Amerindians reached South America at the 
same latitude as the African Guinea Coast after leaving Libya in ships of the 
Akkadian Upper Sea fleet. The dominant Native American people of eastern 
Brazil are the Ge. Enlil-gi's successor Ush bears a Sumerian name 
equivalent to Hellenic Coeus, assuming loss of the opening palatal. 

Thus, one of Ham's two extra-Genesis 10 sons took over the linguistic 
task in the original colony of Umma founded by Uma. The other took charge 
at the sixth city of Nippur. Because Nippur was the cult center of Enlil, it 
makes good sense that Enlil-gi-Creus accounted for that colony; and his 
brother Coeus, for the fifth city Umma. Accordingly, we have seen that 
Coeus reappeared as the angry priest Urukagina (Khoi god Cagn) around 
the year 2248. 

If Ham's decree had succeeded as he hoped, he would have achieved a 
status quo ante and restored Canaan to priesthood of the Enlilship. 
Because the Sumerian cult of Enlil was located at Nippur, it makes sense 
that Canaan took charge of the linguistic conversion there. At Kish, 
Mizraim-Aka became such a fixture in the Eanna period that we can place 
him there as linguistic agent in the Tower of Babel scheme. Setting "Babel" 
aside for a moment, we can place Cush at the ninth and last city Sippar 
founded by his first vassal Seba-Asir. We will see in a moment how, the 
death and resurrection of Asir served as the chief Egyptian memorial of the 
Tower of Babel catastrophe. 

The linguistic leader at "Babel" was the Hellenic patriarch Put, Titan 
Iapetus. This relationship explains why the Hellenes featured the Tower of 
Babel judgment more clearly than other nations as Fall of the Rebel Titans. 
According to this myth the Titans made war against the Olympians. To 
make sense of this tradition, it is essential to notice a peculiar pattern in 
Noachic tradition in and surrounding the colonization era. From the closing 
pre-colonization era in Egypt forward, Noah's family kept introducing 
structures according to consecutive integers as follows: 


8. The Diluvian Ogdoad of Hermopolis 

9. The Great Ennead headed by Japheth-Atum Re after the 
overthrow of Noah in 2359 

10. Ten Victims of Metelis ten linguistic agents of the Tower of 
Babel scheme to teach all nations Egyptian 

11. Eleven Vassals of Canaan leaders of the First Kish order 
after 2338 

12. Twelve Olympians followers of Shem after his overthrow 
by Nimrod in 2244 

13. Thirteen Joktanites colonists of Arabia in the period of the 
Arabian stand against Manishtushu after 2218 

14. Fourteen Parts of Asir fourteen Egyptian divisions 
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15. Three Ethnic Pentads Extra-Mesopotamian world 
16. Sixteen Divisions of colonists of North America under 
Ashkenaz Wakan-Tanka 


To interpret this sequence, we need to determine why the Hellenes set 
the twelve Olympians against the six Titan sons of Ham as though their 
actions against the Akkadian Empire were a continuation of the judgment 
against the Tower of Babel. One reason for this political situation is that 
Nimrod-Sargon's father Cush took a leading role in the Tower of Babel 
scheme, not just as the ninth linguistic leader at Sippar (as the Sun Titan 
Hyperion) but as head of the Cushite clan, compelled by him to play a role 
in the scheme. 

The Bible refers to Mesopotamia as the "land of Nimrod" and Egypt as 
the "land of Ham." Both leaders could rightly be considered heirs of the 
Tower of Babel. Although Nimrod's Akkadian Empire never imposed its East 
Semitic language of the world, it began by exiling the Olympian sect to the 
Aegean in order to eliminate from Mesopotamia and Egypt heirs of the 
original opposition to the Tower of Babel. As worshippers of the Olympian 
tradition and Indo-Europeans, the Hellenes had no choice but to treat the 
Tower of Babel scheme in pejorative terms as the sect of the Rebel Titans. A 
Wikipedia article on the Titanomachy or Titan War explains that an epic 
titled Titanomachy by Eumelus of Corinth has been lost. The tradition, 
therefore, loomed larger in the Hellenic world than we can account for with 
extant literature today. This version of the Tower of Babel judgment lay at 
the cornerstone of Hellenic tradition and no doubt represented the deepest 
consensus of Shem's Olympian sect once they were driven out of 
Mesopotamia. They agreed that their fate in 2244 was a direct result of the 
Tower of Babel conspiracy; and they took consolation from the fact that God 
judged the conspiracy by 2338 if not in 2244. 

As heirs of the Tower of Babel scheme, the Egyptians remembered the 
Tower of Babel judgment as the death and dismemberment of Asir. The 
logical enemy Seth-Shem cut Asir's body into fourteen parts as though this 
division of the human race eventually superseded the thirteen Joktanites in 
the integer series. In what sense could the world of the first colonization 
era have been broken into fourteen Egyptian-speaking parts? A decisive 
explanation is that world population was already high enough for each of 
the five cities in Sumer proper (south of Nippur) spawned a second city as 
with Lagash and Girsu. Antediluvian Badtibira forms a logical pair with 
antediluvian Eridu. Larsa lies just east of Uruk and Isin just east of Umma. 
The pairing of Isin with Umma would explain why the Isin scribe of the 
Sumerian King List sides with Umma against Lagash and omits the 
powerful Lagashite dynasty of Ur-Nanshe from the list. That account leaves 
Ur to pair with Adab to complete the process by raising the total of colonies 
from the primary nine to fourteen. 
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Thus the fourteen divisions of Asir's body can be conceived both as 
Mesopotamian localities and as divisions of the Hamitic linguistic stock 
when that stock encompassed the whole of humankind. The linguistic 
element calls for careful analysis once we consider Asir's resurrection by 
his sister-wife Isa's magic. If all but the proper Hamitic stock reverted to 
their original languages at the time of the Tower judgment, the resurrection 
theme makes no sense. To bring out the logic, either a portion of each stock 
continued to speak Egyptian or the proper stock divided locally in order to 
preserve fourteen parts. Granted that these parts constituted a unity, they 
would not have possessed atum or "totality" if the fourteen parts were not 
still a recognizable reality. 

If each stock of humankind retained a fraction of Hamitic speakers, that 
would explain why Hamitic overall population remained high enough to 
account for the leonine figures in the Gundestrup Caldron such as the five 
griffin armies of the Taranis and Medb Panels. In fact, it explains why the 
stock should be compounded with Amerindians at Umma and Lagash and 
with Semites in the five griffin armies in Syrian Mesopotamia and Aratta. 
We can assume that the lion at Sippar represents half the stock -- seven 
divisions -- reassembled under Shem (Amun) as Asir's antagonist and 
successor there. The willingness of five Hamitic divisions to blend with five 
bodies of Semites in the griffin armies should shed light on the origin of 
these divisions. 
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Apart from the Semitic blend, the five Hamitic divisions of the griffin 
armies represent either the five primary cities of Sumer proper south of 
Nippur or their companions as named. At first the structure of the Taranis 
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panel favors the view that the griffin armies were formed using Egyptians 
from the five primary cities themselves. The three griffin armies of the 
Taranis panel support Taranis-Arphaxad-Nanna, foundational god of the 
second city Ur just as the three divisions represent the first three cities 
Eridu, Ur and Uruk. Two Hamitic divisions of the griffin armies in the Medb 
panel logically represent the next two cities Lagash and Umma. Presumably 
they are the same two divisions paired with Amerindians in the Ram-lions of 
the Cernunnus panel, marking an earlier stage of history before the Uruk- 
Aratta war began. If this analysis is correct, we have accounted for five 
divisions out of the "fourteen parts of Asir." 

As five divisions out of fourteen, these "griffin Hamites" suggest that the 
remaining nine correlated in some way with the Great Ennead. However, 
four of the five primary cities already correlate with members of the 
Ennead: Eridu with Geb-Noah, Ur with Tefnut-Durga, Uruk with Atum-Re- 
Japheth and Lagash with Mahadevi-Nut. Only Uma, founder of Umma, fails 
to appear in the Ennead; and that is because her original claim to the land 
of Sumer kept her interests riveted in Mesopotamia rather than Egypt. We 
can explain Arphaxad-Taranis's association with the three griffin armies as 
a result of his complementing his mother Durga as Nanna of Ur and yet 
attached to the satellite city of Adab. In fact the five satellite cities make 
sense as army bases inhabited by the five Hamitic-Semitic griffin armies 
prior to their mobilization in the Taranis and Medb theaters of the Uruk- 
Aratta war. 

Significantly none of the triad of Ur -- Nanna, Utu, or Inanna -- appears 
in the Egyptian Great Ennead as is the case with Uma and Kali. These five 
high-ranking figures excluded from the Ennead make sense as original 
rulers of the five satellite cities. Uma and Kali founded Umma and Nippur; 
but they yielded initial rulership of those two primary cities to their 
daughters in the Ennead, Nephthys-Hamath and Isa-Arvad. As chief 
goddess of Uruk, Inanna figures as the original ruler of the satellite city 
Larsa. Nanna complements his mother Durga-Tefnut's city of Ur by taking 
command of the satellite Adab. We can explain Peleg-Lugalannemundu's 
adoption of Adab in the Dynasty III period as an effort to make good on his 
character as Shem's fourth heir by identifying with Shem's son and first 
heir Arphaxad-Nanna. Utu-Obal, in this case, took command of the re- 
founded Badtibira as satellite of Geb-Noah's Eridu, also a re-foundation 
from the antediluvian world. 

The satellite cities of Lagash and Umma were Girsu and _ Isin 
respectively. As Nut, a member of the Ennead, Mahadevi, accounts for the 
Hamitic fourteenth at Lagash destined to become part of the ram-lion there 
in the subsequent First Kish period. After leaving Umma to her Ennead 
daughter Nephthys-Hamath, Uma logically took command of the satellite 
Isin. Such a relationship between Isin and the original claimant of the whole 
of Sumer would explain why a scribe at Isin was chosen to transcribe a king 
list for the whole of Sumer. As a representative of Uma, founder of Umma, 
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he harbored a bias against Umma's enemy Lagash and omitted that 
important city from the King List. That animosity between Umma and 
Lagash was expressed, not only in the wars of the Dynasty III period, but in 
the opposed ram-lions of the First Kish period. 

The fourteen divisions of the Hamitic linguistic stock symbolized by 
parts of Asir's body can be summarized as follows: 


At Eridu§ founder Noah Geb of the Great Ennead 
Satellite Badtibira ruler Utu. member of the triad of Ur 


At Ur founder Durga Tefnut of the Great Ennead 
Satellite Adab ruler Nanna member of the triad of Ur 

At Uruk founder Japheth Atum-Re of the Great Ennead 
Satellite Larsa ruler Inanna member of the triad of Ur 


At Lagash founder Mahadevi Nut of the Great Ennead 

Satellite Girsu ruler Peleg son and ally (Kingu) of 
Mahadevi (Tiamat) 

At Umma Naphtuh-Hamath Nephthys of the Great Ennead 


Satellite Isin Uma original claimant of Sumer 

At Nippur founder Kali ruler Arvad, Isa of the Great Ennead 
At Kish founder & ruler Shem Seth of the Great Ennead 

At "Babel" founder Ham Shu of the Great Ennead 

At Sippar founder Seba Asir of the Great Ennead 


As the "dismemberment of Asir" the division of the Hamitic stock in this 
way was punitive and dated late in the colonization era after Ham's decree 
on 2344. It exists as an undercurrent in the First Kish order where only 
three of the eleven figures in the Cernunnus panel are leonine either whole 
(at Sippar) or partial (Lagash and Umma). When Peleg took general 
command of the First Kish order at Kish, he left the Hamitic fourteenth at 
Girsu in other hands; and in the Eanna period that fourteenth became one 
of the griffin armies opposed to him. 

Before leaving the Tower of Babel era, we must return to the integer 
series and to the term "15" labeled "Three Ethnic Pentads." This term 
represents the "face of the whole earth" named repeatedly in the Genesis 
11 account of the Tower of Babel. The term was not put into effect until all 
of the early postdiluvian colonial expeditions were completed by the close of 
the 22nd century; but we have reason to believe that the concept already 
existed in some detail before 2338 just as the fourteen divisions of the 
Hamitic stock existed then. The three pentads reads as follows: 


Pentad of the Far West: Ethiopia, West Africa, Bantu Africa, 
Khoisan Africa 
Egypt 
North America 
Meso-America 
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South America 
Pentad of the Far East: India 
Altaic Region 
Sino-Tibetan Region 
Austroasia 
Austronesia 

Pentad of the Indo-Europeans: Iran 
Scythia 
Anatolia 
Sarmatia 
Europe 

This analysis leaves out of account the two linguistic stocks--Semites 
and Sumerians-- that dominated Mesopotamia in the period of the Akkadian 
Empire. If the detailed concept existed late in the Tower of Babel era, it 
could only be because Semites and Sumerians had already gained special 
status as future Mesopotamians. 

The Sumerian language appears to have been the lingua franca of the 
diluvian family just as a Flood narrative in Sumerian complements an 
antediluvian set of dynasties located in Sumer. Another and even greater 
Flood tradition appears in the Semitic language of the Bible. The prestige of 
the Enlilship applies both to the Semitic stock and to the chief Sumerian 
cult of Enlil. If a revelatory event occurred at the time of the Tower of Babel 
judgment, God may have presented himself as Elohim-Enlil especially 
because the Anship was discredited after Ham tried to build a tower "to 
heaven." We have seen how the Anship was treated when its people, the 
Altaics, were spread out in an arc corresponding to the iconic Egyptian 
image of Nut. The overthrow of Noah in 2359 had already forced the Anship 
into a state of chaos. 

Unlike the "fourteen parts of Asir," we have not yet identified a tradition 
to support the view that the integer series reached "15" in this way. Such a 
tradition lies buried in the system of Genesis 10 as correlative of the words 
"face of the whole earth" in Genesis 11. The only given pentad in that 
system is the Shemite group in 10:22. A set of fifteen, however, can be 
elicited by combining the fourteen Japhethites with Japheth himself. 
Japheth's dominant place in Egyptian tradition as Atum Re suggests a 
correlation between the "fourteen parts of Asir" and the Japhethite fourteen 
among whom Asir appears under the name "Riphath." After attributing the 
fourteen Hamitic divisions to a distinct set based on the Great Ennead, we 
might logically turn to the Japhethite fourteen in the Hebrew tradition and 
add Japheth to make up the fifteen. The Hebrews take their name from 
Eber, who appears among the Japhethite fourteen as "Tubal." 

To confirm this logic, we must test whether the Japhethite fifteen falls 
into pentad thirds as well as the septad halves plus Japheth. Two such 
pentads are readily visible, beginning with Japheth's genetic family 
consisting of himself, three sons and a grandson, all listed at the head of 
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Genesis 10:2. In the second obvious pentad, the fifth Japhethite Tubal-Eber 
belongs to the same "Libyan" family as the four Javanites of 10:4. He is a 
son of Belus-Salah, a brother of Rodan-Danaus and, in fact, is named 
"Aegyptus" in the Libyan tradition of Sidon's family. The remaining five 
figures consist of Tubal-Eber's sons Meshech (Joktan) and Tiras at the close 
of 10:2 and the three sons of Noah and vassals of Gomer in 10:3. 

Tubal-Eber's "Libyan" name Aegyptus suggests that the Javanite pentad 
formed along with him correlates with what we have labeled the "Pentad of 
the Far West" including Egypt. That association instantly accounts for the 
uncanny appearance of the three Javanite names among the Caddoan tribes 
of North America. The strong identification of Dravidian India with Shiva 
Pashupati -- Riphath-Seba -- serves to correlate the middle pentad of the 
Japhethite section with the "Pentad of the Far East." A reinforcement of 
that association comes from the match between Togarmah of 10:3 and the 
Tocharians of Sinkiang. The first member of 10:3, Ashkenaz, undertook a 
great colonizing expedition in the Altaic region -- "Vishnu's Second Stride" -- 
before switching to the West in North America of the "Invisible Stride." As 
for Meshech-Joktan, the Joktanites formed the faction of "13" in organizing 
the Aratta exiles in Arabia. Most, if not all of these, were bound for the Far 
East as Altaics, Sino-Tibetans, Austroasiatics and Austronesians. 

The Indo-European pentad correlated with Japheth's immediate family 
as indicated by the appearance of Gomer-Llyr and his son Javan-Bran as the 
respective patriarchs of Celtic Wales and Ireland. Japheth inherited the 
Indo-Europeans from his brother Shem as a result of the curse-blessing of 
Genesis 9. Two of his vassals, Ashkenaz and Riphath, became the two 
greatest gods of the Aryan Indian Trimurti -- Ashkenaz as Vishnu and 
Riphath as Shiva. The entire Japhethite pentad is distributed throughout 
Iran as a result of the Japhethite victory over Aratta; but the most dominant 
of these in later history was the Medes of Madai. Magog has been identified 
traditionally with Scythians in keeping with the location of Hyrcania of 
Rudra-Hurricano just south of the Caspian, which extends northward to 
Scythia. Gomer corresponds to the Cimmerai who invaded Anatolia from 
the north in recorded times. Japheth himself dominates Sarmatia as Slavic 
Stribog. Javan, Gutian Ibranum, defines the limit of Aryan Europe as father 
of the Iverni or Irish proper. Bran-Javan's name has also been observed in 
the form "Vran." In the Pentad of the Far West, Eber-Tubal was a son of 
black Kali and appears in the West African Yoruba pantheon as the god 
Ebore. If he defines black Africa the four Javanites follow the outline of 
Egypt and three Americas. Both Javanites Rodan and Kitt served as pre- 
dynastic pharaohs, Ro and Khetm, in Upper (South) Egypt. 

The larger question is whether Japheth and the Japhethites formed the 
"15" scheme immediately after Ham's Tower of Babel fiasco. If so their 
motive was to purify Egypt for the "Hamitic" stock exclusively. Ham's 
notion of reducing the entire world to a single "Hamitic" stock failed 
because ethnic diversity was too deeply embedded in the entire Noachic 
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enterprise. Ham misinterpreted Noah's overthrow to mean that his father's 
principle of diversity could be forsaken. Japheth -- the prince actually 
responsible for overthrowing Noah -- understood the meaning of this action 
better than Ham. Diversity could not be denied but much of it could be 
exiled to the ends of the earth. The important point was to make certain 
that the stock destined to inhabit the Nile would possess a pure character 
distinct from the rest of the world and superior to it. That is why the 
Egyptians not only spoke a pure "Hamitic" language but exhibited a 
consistent broad-shouldered physique consistent with Japheth's own 
genetic influence. 

The Gundestrup panel featuring Japheth displays the most elegant 
figure of the Noachic world by far. That elegance translated into a unique 
ethnic pride on the Nile where the entire Noachic elite were eventually 
hosted under controlled circumstances. Japheth and his family became 
Dynasty IV and built the pyramids to celebrate a completed world order 
with its cultural pinnacle confined exclusively to Egypt. In contrast the 
"face of the whole earth" was organized according to a strict design to keep 
them from moving about haphazardly, crossing the borders of Egypt and 
corrupting Japheth's master race. "Wretched Cush" had to be kept in its 
place; and the same logic applied to the rest of the world. 

Something like the "15" scheme, therefore, had to be drawn up by 
Japheth's family to preserve his version of ethnic purity. His Gundestrup 
panel shows a man with arms cut off to demonstrate the sort of barbarity 
that brought on the Flood and which had to be banished from Egypt and the 
entire world order. In fact the world had to be as well designed as Japheth's 
elegant face. Through his experience of the pre-colonization process, 
Japheth knew Mesopotamia, Iran, India, Arabia, Ethiopia and Egypt. These 
lands were sufficiently widespread to give a foundation for the wider "15" 
system. In fact if we add mulatto Tubal-Eber to Japheth and his immediate 
family, these six lands and their extensions could be interlocked into a 
perfect system. Japheth's firstborn, for example, is singled out from his 
brothers as Dazhbog, the proper sun god of the family, thus signifying that 
solar Egypt was assigned to him in a special sense. As Ebore of the Yoruba, 
Tubal-Eber's name controlled the black African complement to Egypt from 
"Wretched Cush" southward and westward. 

Who, then, were the "Mesopotamian," "Iranian," "Indian" and "Arabian" 
Japhethites in this interlocking dimension of the "15" scheme as 
complements to Gomer the "Egyptian" (Khufu) and Eber (Ebore) the 
"African"? If we extend "Greater Mesopotamia" northward to encompass 
the mountains from which the Tigris and Euphrates flow, this region also 
extends to Slavic Sarmatia. With Svarog-Japheth at the head of the Slavic 
pantheon, Japheth himself emerges logically as the "Mesopotamian" 
Japhethite, the one who shared in the Ark-building project at Shuruppak in 
Sumer. At first glance the exclusive identification of either Magog or Madai 
to Iran is equivocal with compelling possibilities for both. 
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The deciding factor is that Magog appears as a wind god in many 
cultures -- Rudra of the Aryans, Stribog of the Slavs, Hurricano of the 
Caribs, Kari of the Amazonians and Kari of the Teutons. Wind gods all draw 
their value from the Enlilship and therefore from association with the 
Semitic linguistic stock. Magog is the "Arabian" Japhethite and his empire 
extends at least abstractly throughout the Semitic world to Phoenicia and 
beyond that to the "Phoenician" colonization of the Americas where Magog 
appears as Peruvian Manco-Capac as well as Kari and Hurricano. Madai's 
identification with Iran is reinforced by his character as Ahura Mazda 
(Sumerian Mashda of First Kish). His empire encompasses Scythia and 
extends to include Altaic territory. 

Javan is the "Indian" Japhethite beginning with his name at Elamite 
Awan and extending to include Elamo-Dravidian India and Austronesia as 
well as Austroasia and the Sino-Tibetan realm. Giving the Japhethites their 
Slavic names where these exist, we can summarize these empires as 
follows: 


The Empire of Svarog (Japheth) Mesopotamia, Caucasus, 
Sarmatia, Europe 
The Empire of Dazhbog (Gomer) The Two Egypts 
The Empire of Stribog (Magog) Arabia, Martu (Uz), Canaan, 
Phoenicia, the Americas 
The Empire of Svarogich (Madai) Iran, Scythia, Altaic Siberia, 
Mongolia, Korea, Japan 


The Empire of Ibranum (Javan) India, Tibet, China, Austroasia, 
Austronesia Australia 
The Empire of Ebore (Tubal-Eber) Ethiopia, Nilo-Sahara, 


Niger-Congo, San and Khoi 


As a matter of detail, note that the father-son relationship of Gomer-Llyr 
and Javan-Bran-Ibranum accounts for the native Australian Alur and 
Broome tribes. The Japhethites took it on themselves to divide the "face of 
the earth" in this way following the Tower of Babel judgment of Akkad. 
Subsequently Ham and Shem fought it out for control of the Fertile 
Crescent; and Japheth inherited the rest of the world. 


Chapter Eight 
The First Kish Order 2338-2308 


The First Kish Order has already been dealt with especially in the 
commentary on the Gundestrup Cernunnus panel in Chapter Five. The 
present chapter will deal with the rationale of what was observed there. For 
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example why did Shem's fourth heir, Peleg-Cernunnus, become the general 
ruler of the world in this period? A partial answer derives from the way the 
first four heirs distributed themselves in Mesopotamia, two in Sumer and 
two in Akkad. As the Sumerian moon god Nanna, Shem's son and first heir 
Arphaxad I became a fixture at Ur, the southern city founded by his mother 
Durga. The third heir Eber became equally fixed at Sumerian Uruk as the 
hero and king Gilgamesh. The second heir and first of the Inanna 
Succession, Salah, became the hero god Marduk of Agade in northern 
Akkad. As a complement Peleg took his place at Shem's capital city Kish in 
Akkad. Supreme power in the First Kish era went with Kish. By drawing 
that city, Peleg complemented the other three heirs as though any one of 
them might have dominated the Mesopotamian world after 2338. 

Six years earlier Ham had attempted to create a permanent world 
capital at his abortive city of Babel, also in Akkad. By common consent 
Akkad was to be the capital zone of the earth. Shem had claimed that land 
shortly after the Flood. He then founded Kish in 2447. As claimant of the 
entire land of Akkad, he made Kish the imperial capital. We can restate our 
question by asking why he failed to become the general ruler of the First 
Kish order, rather than Peleg. An immediate answer is that he sought to 
distribute power so as to alleviate the perennial conflict between himself 
and Ham. According to Polynesian tradition, the Ham figure Rangi 
demanded, "I must be lifted up," presumably at Babel. His attempt to build 
a temple to the heaven god An meant to exalt himself as the heaven god of 
the Polynesians as Rangi and Hellenes as the heaven Titan Uranus. Shem 
had sense enough after God's judgment at Babel not to seek such 
immediate exaltation for himself. 

In fact it makes sense that Shem was responsible for distributing his 
first four heirs throughout the four cities as we have indicated. Eventually 
the fifth, sixth and seventh heirs all made Salah-Marduk's city Agade their 
capital; but Shem sought to avoid such dynastic concentration of power; 
and Peleg left no heir at Kish after 2308. The large number of rulers in the 
First Kish section of the Sumerian King List shows how thoroughgoing this 
commitment to distribution of power became. Persian tradition names Peleg 
Zohak and identifies him both as the first king and a tyrant as though the 
power he wielded as Cernunnus was soon deemed excessive. But we must 
determine what that power consisted of in practice. 

Peleg is identified in the Sumerian pantheon as the fire god Nergal. 
Whatever fire symbolized became the element of his tyranny as Zohak. 
Hebrew tradition singles him out as a divider, meaning that his decrees 
determined which protoplasts inhabited which parts of the First Kish order. 
Fire dissolves substance and it apparently meant to divide nations in 
defiance of Ham's false attempt at world unity. Generally speaking false 
unity is for cowards, the refuge of safety in numbers. Peleg stood out 
against this weak motive. 
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Before Peleg came to power at Kish, the first task of the Noahic Council 
in 2338 was to divide control of nine primary cities among the heirs of the 
Inanna Succession and by extension the entire line of Ham including Ham 
himself. The Council agreed to view the Tower of Babel judgment as Ham's 
loss to be compensated as such. Furthermore the Inanna Succession was 
Shem's own decision; and he pursued as though to his advantage. Shem 
was a good man but not necessarily an astute political thinker. The 
distribution of cities was as follows: 


Lagash Ham Gurmu of Ur-Nanshe's inscription/ 
son of founder Mahadevi 
Umma Canaan son of the diluvian couple Ham and founder Uma/ 


Byelobog of the Slavs/ 
Gunidu of Ur-Nanshe's inscription at Lagash 


Eridu Sidon Enki of the Abzu Temple at Eridu 
Agade Salah Marduk, chief god of the Akkadians 
Uruk Eber Gilgamesh, king and hero of Uruk; 
Tubal, vassal of founder Japheth 
Kish Peleg Shemite loyalist among the heirs/ 


Perkuna, second storm god after Shem/ 
willing Divider of the new order 
Babel Reu(Nimrod) Genesis 10:10 


Sippar Serug Menes, controller of the solar 
(Manishtushu) Hamitic linguistic stock 

Ur Nahor devotee of the lunar cult at Ur/ 
(Naram Sin) Terah's father at Ur 


No matter whether Kish was chosen imperial capital before or after the 
distribution, Peleg became the general ruler of the world as a result of 
claiming that city. The Persians regarded him as the first king of history as 
they knew it. 

Peleg recruited the Canaanite eleven and corresponding eleven 
divisions of the Indo-European stock to enforce loyalty throughout an 
empire of linguistic stocks of varied interests and motives. Following the 
Tower of Babel judgment, the new emphasis was on division and diversity. 
That keynote could easily translate into strive. The enumeration of eleven 
colonies calls for analysis. The eleven divisions of the Indo-Europeans 
meant that that stock dissolved in respect to any one location, reducing the 
base line of local protoplasts from the original eight to seven. The 
appearance of Hamites in three locations in the Cernunnus panel -- Sippar, 
Lagash and Umma -- raised the number of protoplastic units back from 
seven to nine. The two ram-lion colonies at Lagash and Umma also meant 
dividing the Amerindians into two parts; but this had no effect on expanding 
the number of colonies because the locations were the same as for two 
Hamitic divisions. The Cernunnus panel displays two additional pairs; the 


315 


antelopes in the upper corners and the stag and stag-antlered Cernunnus. 
Setting aside the Indo-Europeans for a moment, we need to determine 
which protoplasts inhabited these localities. 

As the ram segments of the Cernunnus ram-lions, Amerindians 
accounted for Umma and Lagash, reducing the independent Hamites to the 
lion of Sippar only. The eight remaining colonies were at Syro-Phoenicia, 
Gutium, Martu (Uz), Kish, Nippur, two colonies at the fish and rider and one 
at the serpent of the Lower Euphrates. The original stocks numbered only 
five and were Altaics, Sino-Tibetans, Austronesians, Semites and 
Sumerians. The stag in Martu (Uz) accounts for at least half of the Semitic 
stock; and the duplicate image of Peleg's stag antlers suggests that he was 
surrounded at Kish by a second half of the Semitic stock. The serpent of the 
Lower Euphrates figures to be the Sumerian protoplast in process of 
establishing their traditional homeland there after 2338. Our concept of an 
Altaic arc equivalent to the Egyptian figure of Nut implies that members of 
this stock were divided into the two colonies of the antelopes at Syro- 
Phoenicia and Gutium. The Sino-Tibetans and Austronesians form a 
continuum in the Far East, suggesting an origin at the twin locality of the 
fish and rider. 

Only the dog at Nippur remains to be accounted for. We would expect to 
find black Africans at the city founded by Kali. The four basic linguistic 
stocks of Africa, however, do not correspond to any of the original 
postdiluvian stocks except the Hamitic spoken only by a fraction of the 
Africans. The dog of the Cernunnus panel is positioned directly below the 
Hamitic lion at Sippar as though to emphasize a clear distinction; and the 
same is true of the Negroid woman and vertically postured lion at the left 
end of the Braided Goddess panel, signifying Ethiopia and Egypt. Clearly 
the white Egyptians and Black Africans were treated separately at Sippar 
and Nippur as though the Black Africans held a separate place in the 
original postdiluvian ogdoad of linguistic stocks. Despite that apparent 
relationship, we have assigned Kali to the Austronesians, not Black 
Africans. 

The early postdiluvian ogdoad was replaced by the Great Ennead in the 
colonization era ending with the tower of Babel. That expansion from eight 
to nine accounts for Black Africa one way or another. No matter what the 
language they spoke, these people must have been reckoned among Kali's 
Austronesians prior to the colonization era. Now, in the First Kish Order, 
they took their place at Nippur while the Austronesians took the colony of 
the fish to the east of them. A body of East Semites surrounding Peleg's 
Kish before 2308 explains how Peleg's immediate heir Reu-Sargon made 
use of these people as the foundation of his empire at Agade after 2244. 

In summary, the non-Indo-European protoplasts at the eleven colonies 
of the First Kish order were as follows: 
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Western Antelope, Syro-Phoenicia, Western Altaics (Turks, Siberian 
Yakuts and others); 

Eastern Antelope, Gutium, Eastern Altaics (Mongolians, Koreans, 
Japanese); 

Stag, Martu (Uz), Western Semites (Amorites, Canaanites); 

Stag-Antlered Cernunnus, Kish, East Semites (Akkadians, Assyrians, 
Babylonians); 

Serpent, Lower Euphrates, Sumerians; Lion, Sippar, White Hamites 
(Egyptians); 

Dog, Nippur (Calneh), Black Africans (Hamites, Nilo-Saharans, Niger- 

Congo stock, Khoisans); 

Fish Rider, east of Sippar, Sino-Tibetans (Chinese, Tibetans, Thais); 

Fish, east of Sippar, Austronesians (Malaysians, Indonesians, 
Micronesians, Melanesians, Polynesians); 

Western Ram-Lion, Umma, combined North Amerindians and Egyptian 

Hamites; 

Eastern Ram-Lion, Lagash, combined Meso-Amerindians, South 
Amerindians and Egyptian Hamites. 


The overlay of Indo-European divisions is a separate matter. 

A strong clue to its specifics is that the Satem world falls into four clearly 
defined nations: Indians, Iranians, Scythians and Sarmatians or Slavs. An 
immediate implication is that these divisions were organized by Noah's 
daughters appearing as a block of four names at the close of the Canaanite 
list. 

The dominant Shiva-Parvati pair identifies India with Noah's black 
daughter Arvad. In Iran the focal Medes draw attention to Japheth's son 
Madai by the same sister-wife Anath-Hamath who gave birth to Shem's son 
Mash. In effect Madai and Mash were Indo-European and Semitic 
counterparts in that Mash appears as Math in the pantheon of Western 
Semitic Ugarit. 

The daughters of Noah responsible for the Scythian and Slavic divisions 
call for careful analysis to avoid equivocation between two possibilities. In 
India Noah's daughter Zemar is known as Ganga, the Ganges River 
personified, and her father Noah as Himavan, personified Himalayas from 
which the Ganges flows. Because Ptolemy refers to two regions of Scythia 
"inside" and "outside" the Himalayas, we might conclude that Zemar-Ganga 
was responsible for the Scythians. On the other hand, the name Sauromatae 
assigned to the Slavs in ancient times can be read as a compound Zemar- 
Math as though deriving the Slavs from a union of Zemar with Math-Mash 
son of Shem and Hamath. 

To clear up this question we need to focus on the first daughter of Noah 
named in the Canaanite list as the "Sinite" -- Indian Lakshmi. This goddess 
is pictured as consort of the great Trimurti god Vishnu (Ashkenaz) as in the 
following statuary group: 
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If Lakshmi's mother had been Durga, the daughter would have been 
markedly Asian. Instead Noah appears to have avoided mating with his 
Asian kinswoman. As a result he begat only the three sons of Genesis 10:3; 
and Lakshmi-Sin's mother was Uma, also the mother of Saraswati-Hamath. 
Since both Vishnu-Ashkenaz and Lakshmi-Sin were children of Caucasoid 
Uma, they serve well as a genetic explanation of the Slavs. I have placed 
the Slavs at the Western Ram-lion of Umma as complement to the Teutons 
at Lagash. Lakshmi is generally viewed in Hinduism as the goddess of 
wealth and beauty. Among the Slavs Ashkenaz's image as a luxurious lover 
of Lakshmi is reinforced by his character of the "love god" Yarilo. If the 
Slavs arose from the union of Vishnu-Ashkenaz and Sin-Lakshmi, this 
genetic explanation leaves our account of Zemar, the Himalayas and 
Scythia in force. 

The seven males of the Canaanite clan are Sidon, Heth, Jebus-Shem, 
Amor-Seba, Girgash-Gilgamesh-Eber, Hiv-Peleg and Ark- Argandea- 
Ashkenaz. The high importance of this group in Indo-European tradition is 
clearly indicated by the fact all three of the supreme Trimurti are members 
of the clan: Shem as the Originator Brahma and husband of Saraswati- 
Hamath, Seba, as the Destroyer Shiva and husband of Parvati-Arvad and 
Ashkenaz as the Sustainer Vishnu and consort of Lakshmi-Sin. In view of 
this potent set of relationships, the Canaanite clan might be renamed the 
"East Indian Clan." 

Peleg makes more sense as leader of the Canaanite clan in the First 
Kish period than as the mere member "Hiv." Ham's fiasco at Babel resulted 
in humiliation for Ham's family. That theme hardly suggests that a clan of 
eleven members were put under the control of Canaan, one of the chief 
sons of Ham. In fact we can consider what became of all three of the 
secondary Hamite clans in this unique period. If Peleg became the head of 
the Canaanite clan, a pattern emerges in which his successor Reu-Nimrod 
took command of the Cushite clan; and the next heir Serug-Menes, the 
Mizraim clan. If we extrapolate this pattern one step further and place the 
sons of Ham of Genesis 10:6 under the next heir Nahor-Narmer we can 
explain Narmer's subsequent execution of the sons of Ham as punishment 
for treason against his rule. 

Peleg required an Indo-European division to rule over the East Semites 
at Kish together with members of the Noachic elite listed in the dynasty of 
First Kish. The division was the one that eventually took Peleg's name as 
Phrygians of the Thraco-Phrygian stock. When Nimrod took control of the 
East Semites to build his Akkadian empire in 2244, Thraco-Phrygians made 
up some of Shem's chief followers along with Peleg and the other 
Olympians who fled with him to the Aegean to take a stand against the 
empire. Thus the main antagonists of the Aegean war of the latter 23rd 
century derived their core members on both sides from the people who 
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surrounded Peleg at Kish a century earlier -- Akkadians and Thraco- 
Phrygians. 

If Peleg rather than Canaan ruled the Canaanite clan after 2338, some 
member of the Noachic elite had to replace him as equivalent to the 
"Hivite" as head of the Thraco-Phrygian division. This male had to be 
distinct from the other six male members of this clan. Our task now is to 
determine what became of Cush, Mizraim and Canaan in the First Kish 
period. Did they simply abandon their clans and fall back into the one clan 
of Genesis 10:6? Or did they join their own clans under the rulership of 
Peleg, Reu and Serug? This question bears on the Indo-European tradition 
by determining whether Canaan joined the clan and headed one of the 
divisions or left that activity to his sons Sidon and Heth and the other 
members of the clan. Furthermore the nominal connection between Peleg 
and the Phrygians raises the issue of whether he left that connection to a 
vassal or maintained it himself. Whether or not we possess enough data to 
answer these questions may be doubtful; but the questions must be 
acknowledged in order to give the First Kish order its full significance for 
the eventual outcome of early postdiluvian history in respect to the origin of 
nations. 

Ptolemy's Germany has always riveted attention on Canaan and his two 
sons by supplying the latter with tribe names "Sidones" and "Chatae" or 
"Chatti" (the ancient Hessians bearing the same name as the Anatolian 
"Chatti" or Hittites). The question we face is whether Canaan joined his own 
tribe as a vassal of Peleg and took command of the Teutonic division of the 
Indo-European stock. Independent evidence from South America places the 
Teutons at Lagash along with Amerindians. Canaan appears at Lagash 
under the name Gunidu in an inscription of Ur-Nanshe, his son Heth. If 
Canaan became governor of the Teutonic division in the First Kish period, 
we must identify two other divisions governed by Sidon and Heth. In Heth's 
case the division was clearly his Hittites, speakers of a distinct variety of 
Indo-European. The question of Canaan's role in his own clan boils down to 
whether Sidon also became such an Indo-European divisional leader. 

Sidon's greatest Indo-European identity is as Poseidon, Olympian sea 
god of the Hellenes, identified as Cronus' firstborn just as Genesis 10:15 
identifies Sidon as Canaan's firstborn. In identifying Sidon as head of the 
Hellenic division, we face an equivocation in that the great god Zeus-Shem 
is also a member of the Canaanite clan and could just as well have taken 
charge of the Hellenes. Shem ranks high in Northern and Northwestern 
Europe as Thor of the Teutons and Teutates of the Celts. We have assigned 
the Teutons to Canaan. As head of the Gallic tetrad, Shem-Teutates is 
important enough in the Celtic tradition to head the troop of horsemen in 
the Teutates panel in which an equestrian tetrad prepares the attack that 
will strike Naram Sin's Agade, signaling the downfall of the Akkadian 
Empire. Of all the Indo-European divisions the Celts form the closest 
complement to the Egyptians. On this basis we can locate the Celts under 
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Teutates-Shem at the sign of the Lion at Sippar in the First Kish order. Not 
far from his own city Kish where he could keep a watchful eye on his fourth 
heir Peleg. Meanwhile Sidon took command of the Hellenes wherever they 
were located. The Hellenic Athenian cult of wisdom harmonizes well with 
Sidon, wisdom god of the Sumerians, Akkadians, Semites of Ugarit, 
Egyptians and even the Muskhogeans of North America. 

The fifth name of the Canaanite list, Girgash, is cognate with Sumerian 
Gilgamesh, Shem's third heir Eber in the Canaanite setting. The reduction 
from "Gilgamesh" to "Girgash," carried a couple steps further results in the 
Albanian name "Gheg," referring to one of two divisions of tribal Albania. 
The association arises from Eber's having taken charge of the I[llyrian- 
Albanian division of the Indo-European stock. That stock, in turn, is closely 
related to the Italics, not only by geographic proximity on either side of the 
Adriatic but by the uncanny match between the Latin genealogy of Saturnus 
(Hadoram), Picus and Faunus and Albanian Zadrima, Puka and Fan. The 
fourth name of the Canaanite list, Amor, refers to Seba-Seba. If this 
patriarch took command of the Italics, we find reinforcement in the Sabine 
antagonists of the Latin Romans. Such an underlying connection between 
ancient Italy and Seba helps to explain why the later Romans took such an 
interest in the worship of Isis (Isa), sister-wife of Seba-Asir. 

The other half of the Albanian nation are named Toscs, a transparently 
meaningful complement to the Ghegs. The Toscs are to the Ghegs what the 
linguistically exotic Tuscans or Etruscans are to the Indo-European Italics. 
The Etruscans referred to themselves as Rasena. That name serves to 
identify them with the Tyrsenoi of Asia Minor, a people identifiable with the 
Etruscans on other grounds. Tyrsenos, eponym of the Tyrsenoi, is reckoned 
a son of Atys, the patriarch Eber as father of the eponymous Lydos (Lud- 
Peleg) and Car (Aram-Joktan), ancestors of the Lydians and Carians of Asia 
Minor. Thus the Gheg-Tosc dyad derives from Eber-Girgash and his son 
Tyrsenos, who appears in Genesis 10:2 as Tiras together with Eber-Tubal 
and Joktan-Meshech. 

The triad of names common to the Italic and Albanian traditions-- 
Saturnus-Zadrima, Picus-Puka, Faunus-Fan-- represents Shem's first three 
heirs Arphaxad-Hadoram, Salah and Eber. Thus it ends in the same Eber- 
Girgash whose name is reflected in the Albanian Ghegs. 

The next name in the Roman tradition-- eponymous Latinus-- represents 
Eber's son Peleg. That association confirms the general idea of Vergil's 
Aeneas as father of the Latin nation. As a Trojan, Aeneas is a Phrygian 
derived from the familiar R-variant of the name Peleg. Thus the Roman 
empire was a latter-day reflection of Peleg's First Kish order. 

A discrepancy arises from our assignment of the Scythians to Zemar- 
Ganga in that Baugh's list of eleven Indo-European divisions fails to 
distinguish between Scythians and Iranians. Thus the Scythians raise the 
total of divisions from eleven to twelve and threaten to erase the analogy 
between the Canaanite eleven and the Indo-Europeans. This discrepancy 
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disappears when we consider that Thraco-Phrygians were attached to Peleg 
at Kish without being counted among the Canaanite colonies. In effect 
Peleg's "Hivites" have been replaced by the Teutons under Canaan. The 
seventh name of the Canaanite list, "Ark," refers to Ashkenaz under his 
Sumerian name Argandea (Hellenic Arcas). The Indo-European division 
attached to him is the exotic Tocharians of Sinkiang in the light of "Vishnu's 
Second Stride," Ashkenaz/ great Altaic expedition to Siberia and Mongolia. 

All that remains to complete our outline of the First Kish order is to 
supply a full set of locations and add a chronology according to which the 
colonies were established between 2338 and 2308. Sidon's Hellenes, for 
example, have yet to be located. His city Eridu does not figure in the 
Cernunnus design unless it equates with the serpent of the Lower 
Euphrates. We have reserved that figure for the Sumerians and Slavs, not 
the Hellenes. The strange analogy between Hellenes and Austronesians in 
their treatment of the full family of Ham locates them at the place of the 
Fish along with the Austronesians. In passing we notice the two Christian 
traditions that identify converts as fish and refer to them as "Greeks" as 
though the Hellenes represented the whole of Gentile humankind. 

As for Heth and the Hittites, several evidences locate them at the place 
of the Stag in Martu (Uz) in association with the West Semites. Hittites 
were known to Abraham in West Semitic Canaan. At one time the Hittite 
Empire of the second millennium extended as far south and east as Syria as 
though reflecting a tradition that Hittite ancestors once inhabited Martu 
(Uz). The Stag pairs off with stag-antlered Peleg-Cernunnus at Kish in a 
close association between both West and East Semites and Hittites and 
Thraco-Phrygians destined to spread over former Hittite territory in the 
classical first millennium. Heth and Peleg happened to be half brothers as 
sons of Mahadevi-Tiamat. Heth joined Peleg-Kingu and Tiamat in the Aratta 
Schism. 

The Italics and Black Africans settled at the place of the Dog, Nippur- 
Calneh, under Seba-Amor south of Celts and Egyptians under Shem-Jebus 
at Sippar, the place of the Lion. Note that Shem and Seba are paired as the 
two males in the last generation of the Great Ennead -- Seth and Sir. This 
pairing dated from the creation of the Great Ennead in the Tower of Babel 
era and, therefore, was ready to be reflected in the subsequent First Kish 
order. Indo-European divisions and rulers yet to be located are the 
Tocharians under Ark-Ashkenaz and Ilyrian- Albanians under Girgash-Eber. 
Before commenting on these questions, we will outline the complete First 
Kish system as sequenced in the order of the Canaanite list of Genesis 
10:15-18: 


Sidon. Son of Canaan and Uma. 

Indo-European Division: Hellenes (Sidon as Poseidon) 
Protoplast: Austronesians 

Location: Place of the Fish east of Sippar 


321 


Heth. Son of Canaan and Mahadevi 
Indo-European Division: Hittites 
Protoplast: West Semites 

Location: Place of the Stag -- Martu (Uz) 


Shem (Jebus). Son of Noah and Uma. 

Indo-European Division: Celts (Shem as Teutates) 

Protoplast: Egyptians (Shem as Amun Re rather than Seth of the 
Ennead) 

Location: Place of the Lion - Sippar 


Seba (Amor). Son of Noah and Kali. 
Indo-European Division: Italics 
Protoplast: Black Africans 
Location: Place of the Dog - Nippur 


Eber (Girgash). Son of Salah and Kali. Ram-headed Heryshaf 
Indo-European Division: Illyrian-Albanians (Ghegs) 
Protoplast: Mixture of North Americans and Egyptians 
Location: Place of the Western Ram-Lion - Umma 


At this point Peleg-Hiv appears as a member of the Canaanite clan with 
the understanding that he has become head of the clan rather than a 
member with his membership replaced by Canaan. Although Peleg's Kish is 
reckoned among the eleven colonies of the system, the Thraco-Phrygians 
are replaced in the First Kish final account by the Scythian subdivision of 
the Iranians. 


Peleg (Hiv). Son of Eber and Mahadevi 
Indo-European Division: Thraco-Phrygians 


Protoplast: East Semites (Peleg as Irra) 
Location: Place of Cernunnus - Kish 
Canaan. Son of Ham and Uma. 


Ram-headed Khnum 
Indo-European Division: Teutons 
Protoplast: Mixture of Meso- and S. Amerindians with Egyptians 
Location: Place of the Eastern Ram-Lion -- Lagash 


Ashkenaz (Ark). Son of Noah and Uma. 
Indo-European Division: Tocharians 

Protoplast: Eastern Altaics (Ashkenaz as Yashil Khan) 
Location: Place of the Eastern Antelope - Gutium 
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Lakshmi (Sin). Daughter of Noah and Durga, consort of 
Vishnu-Ashkenaz (Slavic Yarilo). 

Indo-European Division: Slavs 

Protoplast: Sumerians 

Location: Place of the Serpent -- Lower Euphrates (Durga's Ur) 


Parvati (Arvad). Daughter of Noah and Kali. 
Indo-European Division: Indians (Arvad as Parvati) 
Protoplast: Western Altaics 

Location: Place of the Western Antelope -- Syro-Phoenicia 


Ganga (Zemar). Daughter of Noah and Uma. 
Indo-European Division: Iranians 

Protoplast: Egyptians (Hamath as Egyptian Nephthys, 
sister-wife of Seth) 

Location: Place of the Lion -- Sippar 


In this last case, two of the Canaanites -- Jebus and Hamath -- are both 
located at the same place, Sippar, together with the Upper (South) 
Egyptian protoplast. Jebus and Hamath are the strongly reinforced sibling 
couple identified by the Egyptian Great Ennead as Seth and Nephthys, by 
Semites of Ugarit as Bal and Anath, by the Hellenes as Zeus and Hera and 
by the Indians as Brahma and Saraswati. 

The relationships established in this early stage of colonial history have 
left a variety of marks on later history. Sidon's Hellenic identity as 
Poseidon, established at the Place of the Fish, anticipates this patriarch's 
remarkable domination over the Eastern Mediterranean. Ports named Sidon 
were founded on the Phoenician coast and later on the island of Crete. 
Sidon appears as the wisdom god Kothar-wa-khasis at Ugarit on the Syrian 
coast. As the Egyptian wisdom god Ptah, he claims control over Crete 
where members of the Mizraim clan such as the Philistines and Caphtorim 
settled. Most remarkable of all, Poseidon's "Libyan" family accounts 
genetically for the vassals of Javan in Genesis 10:4. Tribes derived from the 
Javanites spread across the Eastern Mediterranean into the Aegean and to 
the mainland at Cadmus' Hellenic Thebes and Alexander's Macedonia, both 
derived from Sidon's grandson, Javanite Khetm. Sidon's son Elishah-Agenor 
at the head of the clan accounts for the name Alashiya for Cyprus and for 
the Pelasgian race who inhabited Greece before the Hellenes. Another 
member of the group, Rodan-Danaus, son of Sidon's son Belus-Salah, 
accounts for the inhabitants of Rhodes. Another grandson of Sidon through 
Elishah -- Tarshish -- bears the Hebrew name of the Phoenicians. In America 
Sidon gave his title Karibu ("The Enthroned" in Akkadian") to the Caribs as 
complement to the amazing reproduction of Javanite names of the Caddoan 
tribes Eyeish-Aliche, Caddo and Pawnee-Darazhazh. 
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The Place of the Fish and Rider somewhere east of Sippar remains a 
mystery to be studied and possibly excavated. The map of Mesopotamia in 
the previous chapter shows nothing at the latitude of Sippar and north of 
Lagash except the Zagros Mountains and a tributary of the Tigris flowing 
down from these mountains. Actually the Fish and Rider are indicated as 
farther west and directly north of Umma rather than Lagash. No attempt is 
made by the Gundestrup craftsman to distinguish between the latitudes of 
this location Sippar to the west and Gutium to the east. Perhaps the modern 
Iraqi town closest to the location in question is Jassan at 32.58N 45.53 E. 
The Fish Rider indicates a nearby settlement to the north of this point. 

Heth's Hittites and Peleg's Thraco-Phrygians eventually inhabited a belt 
of land extending from and including Thrace on the west and including 
Armenia in the Caucasus to the east. No matter when these nations entered 
history, their ancestors came to these lands as the result of the Aegean War 
between Shem's Olympian sect and the Akkadian Empire between 2233 and 
2218. Both Heth and Peleg were Olympians, Hades and Hephaestus. The 
belt from Thrace to Armenia poses a political contrast to the southwest 
corner of Asia Minor where the Akkadian Sargon-Nimrod appears three 
times as Ion, Helius and Orion. These contrasting locations indicate the 
final disposition of the Aegean War. In the First Kish order Heth and Peleg 
controlled the entire Semitic protoplast in Western and Eastern divisions; 
but by the time of the Aegean War the East Semites had become the people 
of the Akkadian Empire. The West Semites were left behind when the 
Hittites migrated to Anatolia as a result of the later war. In this light the 
Olympian sect pitted Indo-Europeans against Semites a century after they 
had lived together at the Places of the Stag and Cernunnus at Martu (Uz) 
and Kish. The alienation of the Semites from Shem was the central theme of 
the counter-theft of the Enlilship by Ninurta-Nimrod-Sargon 

Shem's control of Upper (South) Egyptians at Sippar arose from his 
Great Ennead identity as Seth but also laid the foundation for his separate 
identity as Amun Re at Thebes. These associations explain why the 
Akkadians Manishtushu and Naram Sin made such prodigious efforts to 
capture Egypt as Menes and Narmer in what amounted to an extension of 
the Aegean War to the Nile. As an Olympian, Sidon was attempting to 
control Upper (South) Egypt for Shem as the predynastic pharaoh Ka-ap 
(Indian Kasyapa) together with his Javanites Ro and Khetm. As for the Indo- 
European division under Shem at Sippar, some scholars believe that the 
Celts came to Europe from North Africa as though they had accompanied 
the Egyptians by the Lower Sea to the Nile. 

We have also located Shem's sister-wife Anath at Sippar in playing the 
role attributed to Seth's sister wife Nephthys (Naphtuh of the Mizraim). Her 
Indo-European division in the First Kish order, Iranians, migrated to Gutium 
at some stage in the course of these events. I know of no interaction 
between Iranians and Egyptians; but the Celts were strongly analogous to 
the Iranians in establishing the Japhetic tradition as in the case of the Lurs 
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and Llyr or Ibranum of Gutium and Bran. Shem, Anath and Japheth were all 
full siblings as children of Noah and Uma. Japheth-Atum Re was to Lower 
(North) Egypt what Shem-Seth and Nephthys were to Upper (South) Egypt, 
all three being members of the Great Ennead. The separate identity of the 
Iranians arose from an apparent mating of Anath with Japheth in giving 
birth to Madai, the chief patriarch of Iran and human basis of the god Ahura 
Mazda. The analogy in sound between Math or Mash -- son of Shem and 
Anath -- and Madai (Mashda) -- son of Japheth and Anath -- is no 
coincidence. The two antediluvian brothers shared their postdiluvian sister 
in a typical pattern of eugenic polygamy governing the genetic history of 
Noah's family. The notion of treating these quasi-immortals as ordinary 
"family men" and women is an anachronistic absurdity. 

In addition to the Olympian sect formed against Akkadian Sargon, Shem 
headed the Gallic tetrad against Akkadian Naram Sin. This later sect 
reflected the presence of Celts at Shem's Sippar in the First Kish order. In 
this sense Sippar was a kind of anachronistic rival to Agade over the 
century from the 2330's to the 2230's and subsequent decades. The same 
logic applies to Peleg's Kish except that the East Semites there passed from 
Kish to Agade to become the popular foundation of the Akkadian Empire in 
keeping with the succession from Peleg to Reu-Sargon. We have suggested 
that Peleg, Reu and Serug all took power in the First Kish period as 
supplanters of Canaan, Cush and Mizraim following Ham's disgrace at 
Babel. 

The fourth Canaanite Amor-Seba took charge of the colony at Kali's 
Nippur populated by a combination of Italics and Black Africans. We have 
yet to explain how the four main linguistic stocks of Africa arose in 
Mesopotamia. Black or mulatto members of the Noahic elite include Noah's 
son Seba and daughter Arvad; Sabtah-Ganesa, son of Seba and Arvad; 
Ham's son Cush and Shem's son Hul and fourth heir Eber. Hul accounts for 
the Olmecs of Meso-America; Eber-Ebore, for the West African branch of 
the Niger-Congo group; and Sabtah, for the Bantu division of the same 
stock. Seba's offspring became the Asiatic black Dravidians. The African 
Khoisans derive from Ham's son Coeus either by Kali or Arvad. Black 
patriarchs were drawn to Nippur as racial representatives of Adam and 
therefore devotees of the Enlilship of the Creator Elohim. 

The Enlilship was much too important not to be dealt with decisively in 
the First Kish order. It owed its development to the Cushite clan. Following 
the same principle as the Canaanites, the Cushites enrolled Cush as a 
vassal rather than lord and gave the clan to his son Nimrod, Shem's fifth 
heir Reu. In this way Nimrod fulfilled the statement that "Calneh," meaning 
Nippur, became one of his stepping-stones to power as Sargon. Like the 
Canaanites, the Cushites pursued some task proper to themselves. This task 
was to divide up the Semitic stock as the Canaanites divided the Indo- 
Europeans. Peleg's principle of division permeated the entire order. The 
Semite divisions never became as distinct as the Indo-Europeans because 
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they were never as widespread. Still, Semitic divisions are recognizable 
beginning with the West Semites under Heth in Martu (Uz) and East 
Semites under Peleg at Kish. Whatever the local movements of these two 
divisions in the First Kish period, they were divided among eight members 
of the Cushite clan, now including Cush himself under Nimrod. 

For example, the Semitic Amharas, eventually bound for Ethiopia, 
attached themselves to Cush, the nominal lord of Ethiopia. Although the 
East Semites seem comparatively nuclear, they were sorted out in 
subsequent history as Akkadians at Agade, Assyrians at Assur and 
Babylonians at Babylon. These divisions must have attached themselves to 
three Cushite vassals no matter how long it took for Akkadians, Assyrians, 
and Babylonians to develop separate histories. The West Semites became 
distinguishable as Amorites, Canaanites and Aramaeans; and the South 
Semitic Arabs were distinguished by geography from the African Amharas. 

Because Seba of the Cushite clan was also Amor of the Canaanite clan, 
his division of the Semitic ogdoad had to be the Amorites. This division took 
the name Amurru or "Flood People" owing to Seba's character as Indian 
Shiva the Destroyer, the Amorite king Adamu and the Sumerian ritual 
sinner Adapa. In other words he took on the symbolic guilt of causing the 
Flood through the outworking of Adam's curse of sin on "all flesh." As 
Seba's son, Sabtah accounts for the complementary Canaanites of 
Palestine, a location in proximity to his identity as the Lower (North) 
Egyptian gods Saft (at Saft-el-Hene shown in the map of Lower (North) 
Egypt above) as well as Har (Horus). The Aramaeans took a position in 
Syria equivalent to Japheth's original land claim, thus identifying Japheth- 
Sheba as responsible for the Aramaean or North Semitic division of the 
stock. 

Peleg-Sabtechah, Shem-Raamah and Noah-Dedan accounted for the 
Akkadian, Assyrian and Babylonian divisions of the East Semitic stock. The 
fish-man Oannes named by the Babylonian priest Berosus connects the 
Babylonian third with Noah-Dedan, the fish god Dagan. Berosus claimed 
that Oannes taught humankind wisdom after rising from the Persian Gulf. 
This tradition simply means that Noah initiated a new civilization after 
surviving the Flood. Peleg-Sabtechah handed over the Akkadian third to his 
heir Reu-Sargon after distinguishing that third from the rest of the East 
Semitic stock at Kish. Shem's third became the Assyrians and migrated up 
the Tigris to Noah's original claim Subir. If we distinguish as we should 
between the Assyrian gods Ashur and Ninib, Ashur emerges as Nimrod, 
Shem's vassal named Asshur in Genesis 10:22. Ninib is Shem himself with 
attributes that make him chief of all the gods just as Shem reigned 
nominally at the head of the imperial line of Genesis 11 despite being 
banished from Mesopotamia by Nimrod in 2244. 

In summary the First Kish division of the Semitic stock can be outlined 
as follows in the order of the Cushite clan with Cush at the start: 
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Cush Amhara Ethiopia 


Seba (Amor) Amorites Martu (Uz) 
Havilah (Ham) Arabs Arabia (Havilah) 
Sabtah Canaanites Palestine 

Raamah (Shem) Assyrians Assyria 
Sabtechah (Peleg) Akkadians Agade 

Sheba (Japheth) Aramaeans Syria 

Dedan (Noah) Babylonians Babylon 


Apart from their ultimate destinations, these Semitic divisions were 
distributed into the eight regions of Lugalannemundu's inscription. 
Because these realms date back to the first thirty years after the Flood, 
they harmonize with the four antediluvian survivors in the Cushite clan. 

An apparent objection is that three regions of the inscription are located 
in Iran where Semitic speakers have never been known. The objection is 
cleared away by considering that the Arabs, Amharas and Canaanites 
settled temporarily in Gutium, Elam and Persia only to migrate in that order 
to Arabia, Ethiopia and Palestine. This maritime migration by the Lower 
Sea corresponds to the Tyrian tradition reported by Herodotus that the 
Phoenician Canaanites migrated to Tyre from the Persian Gulf. 

This Semitic dispersion had to be coordinated with the Indo-European 
process visible in the Cernunnus panel and with an analogous arrangement 
of Hamites under the control of the Mizraim clan. For example we have 
located Shem at Sippar at the head of a sizeable body of undivided Hamites 
as signified by the Gundestrup Lion. Yet the Semitic process calls for Shem 
to have led a body of proto-Assyrians into Subir on the Tigris. Of course 
Shem could have performed both tasks in the same thirty-year period; but 
these actions must be sequenced and coordinated in order to recognize how 
Peleg designed the full First Kish order. In addition the Aramaeans are 
supposed to have descended into Syria from the mountains to the north; but 
nobody claims that Semites originated in the north. Logically the 
Aramaeans began as Japheth's Semitic division and migrated to his original 
land claim in Syria. 

The Indo-Europeans were closely analogous to Semites and Hamites in 
that each of these linguistic groups began with an antediluvian son of Noah. 
That analogy suggests that all three of these stocks were divided at some 
point into the same pattern of eleven divisions. The distinction between 
Shem's Indo- Europeans and the other two stocks lay in Baugh's explicit 
division of the stock into eleven branches. No such explicit tradition exists 
for the Semites or Hamites except that the historical Canaanites were 
Semitic rather than Indo-European speakers. Neither the Semites nor 
Hamites were dispersed as widely as the Indo-Europeans and therefore 
display far less linguistic diversity than the Indo-Europeans. Still we can 
test the hypothesis that Peleg worked from the same pattern of eleven in 
dividing the Semites and Hamites. 
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From the long-range historical perspective, the East Semites gave rise 
to three peoples, each with its own empire: The Akkadians of Agade, 
Assyrians of Assur and Nineveh and Babylonians of Babylon. As 
anachronistic as it may seem, protoplasts of these three historically distinct 
peoples could have existed as early as the First Kish period as three out of 
eleven divisions of the stock. We have just listed eight divisions of the stock 
drawn up under the Cushite clan. In effect we need to add three more 
divisions in order to confirm that Peleg imposed eleven divisions on the 
stock. One such additional division was the Hebrews living in Paddan Aram 
on the left bank of the Euphrates opposite the Amorites at Jebel el Bishri. 
Our hypothesis depends on whether two more Semitic divisions existed in 
the First Kish period. 

The list of eight Semitic divisions treats the Arabs as a single unit under 
Ham-Havilah, descendent of Mahadevi's antediluvian Semitic stock in 
Arabia-Havilah. Both Ham and his mother take that regional name Havilah 
as though to stress the importance of Arabia in the postdiluvian Semitic 
account of things. From the perspective of the Arabian Sea and Indian 
Ocean, Arabia is divisible into three lands running northeast to southwest: 
Oman, Hadramaut and Sabaea-Yemen. Ptolemy shows a tribe named 
Omanitae in Oman; and the other two lands appear in the Joktanite list 
under the names Hazarmaveth and Sheba. Whether these three lands came 
to be associated with Semitic divisions dating from the First Kish order 
must be determined. 

Hazarmaveth was Mot, a son of Shem's second heir Salah as Tr II of the 
Ugaritic tradition. If two of the earliest Semitic divisions derived from the 
two antediluvian Havilah's -- Ham and his mother Mahadevi -- it is unlikely 
that a third division would take its original identity from a later-generation 
figure such as Hazarmaveth. Instead the regional name Sabaea suggests 
that this third Arabian division took its name from one of the two Shebas of 
Genesis 10, either Japheth of the Cushite list or Durga of the Joktanite list. 
We have already identified Japheth with the Aramaeans of his original claim 
land of Syria. Therefore the third Arab division of the South Semitic stock 
derives its identity from the yellow matriarch Durga-Sheba and eventually 
settled in Yemen under the cognate name Sabaea. 

This analysis takes a step further when we consider the Omanitae of 
Oman. That name is a cognate of the white matriarch's Indian and Hebrew 
Names Uma and Jobab, requiring an hypothetical original name Yomam, 
also cognate with the Amerindian name Yuma of the Yuman stock. As Ham's 
diluvian wife, Uma took over the Semitic division destined for Oman, 
leaving those destined for Hadramaut and Sabaea in the hands of her fellow 
members of the Mahadevi tetrad, Mahadevi-Havilah and Durga-Sheba. Kali 
completed this system by accounting for Cush's Amharas of complementary 
Ethiopia. The entire Mahadevi tetrad is thus represented by the Semitic 
inhabitants of four lands running continuously from Oman through 
Hadramaut and Yemen to Ethiopia. This system corresponds, in turn, to the 
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Braided Goddess panel, making that Gundestrup panel a complement to the 
Cernunnus panel. Before colonizing Arabia, however, these four South 
Semitic stocks began as four of the colonies indicated by four figures of the 
Cernunnus panel. 

The white Hamites were destined to be confined along the Nile even 
more tightly than the Semites. Either the nome system or particular 
Egyptian cities must be brought to bear on the hypothesis that Peleg 
divided this stock into eleven parts in the First Kish period as he had the 
Indo-Europeans and Semites. Hypothetical destinations for the white 
Hamites can be determined by reviewing major cities from the Nile under 
the assumption that each of these cities eventually arose from a division 
originating in the First Kish period. In Lower (North) Egypt a series of four 
such cities run northwest to southeast in the Delta region: Buto, Sais, 
Busiris and Bubastis. Farther south Heliopolis and Memphis were both 
associated with the original Egyptian Japheth, Heliopolis with Japheth as 
Atum Re and Memphis as the seat of Japheth's family in Dynasty IV. Five 
Upper (South) Egyptian centers emerge at Herakleopolis, Hermopolis, 
Thinis, Abydos and Thebes. 

The last two of these cities correlate instantly with two members of the 
eleven-fold Canaanite clan: Sidon as predynastic pharaoh Ka-ap at Abydos 
or nearby Thinis and Shem-Jebus as Amun Re of Thebes. Whether or not 
these locations form an objective set of eleven, they clearly exhaust the 
greater part of the major cities of the Nile. Canaan's son Heth, as the 
Olympian Hades, logically accounts for the necropolis of Abydos. The four 
daughters of Noah appearing at the bottom of the Canaanite list account for 
the four cities forming a continuous line in the Delta region. Zemar, 
daughter of Mahadevi-Wazet, accounts for Wazet's city of Buto; Uma's 
daughter Hamite-Anath is herself both Neith of Sais and Nephthys in the 
separate context of the Great Ennead where Shem appears separately as 
Seth. These duplications arise from the way Peleg strived to make the First 
Kish system as distinct from the Tower of Babel order of the Great Ennead 
as he possibly could. 

Bastet, cat goddess of Bubastis, is Kali mother of the Canaanite Arvad. 
Sin-Lakshmi's nominal mother Durga appears in the Egyptian pantheon as 
the cow goddess Hathor with a cult center at Dendera, sixth nome of the 
Nile above Abydos. A division of the Hamites bound to the Canaanite Sin- 
Lakshmi may have settled in the sixth nome without founding a major city. 
Note that Hathor was conceived by the Egyptians to be a goddess of beauty 
analogous to the daughter Lakshmi of the Indian pantheon. The great size 
and grandeur of Egyptian edifices such as the Temple of Hathor reflects the 
way Egypt supplanted Mesopotamia as the center of the Noahic world 
power in the 22nd century when it began to become the memorial 
mausoleum for the entire body of Noachic elite. The temple pictured here 
memorializes the antediluvian Asian matriarch Durga-Hathor, in effect 
mother of a quarter of the human race. Founders of Egyptian civilization 
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understood this perspective fully and bequeathed it to their descendants in 
mythological form. The six-fold presentation of the cow goddess's face in 
the column capitals of this temple may have something to do with Dendera's 
being the sixth nome. It may also enumerate the series of six heirs of Shem, 
ending with Serug, Menes, first dynastic pharaoh of Egypt. 


Temple of Hathor at Dendera 
Wikipedia article on Dendera 
copied June 2, 2010 


These six faces declare that Hathor-Durga was not only the physical 
mother of Shem's first heir Arphaxad I but also the political progenitor of 
the first five heirs of the Inanna Succession, Inanna being her 
granddaughter through Arphaxad I. The cow goddess Hathor accounts for 
the bovine faces at the top of the Narmer Palette celebrating the next heir 
Nahor, devotee of Durga-Hathor's Mesopotamian city of Ur and its lunar 
cult proper to her Sino-Tibetan people. 

The explicit god of Busiris is Asir-Osiris, the "Amorite" of the Canaanite 
list. Busiris was regarded as one of the birthplaces of Asir, a member of the 
Great Ennead who doubles as the "Amorite" member of the Canaanite clan. 
The following map of Lower (North) Egypt shows Busiris in the center of 
the Delta region east of Sais, west of Hermopolis and Mendes and north of 
Leontopolis: 
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Lower (North) Egypt Showing the Location of Busiris 
Wikipedia article on Busiris 
copied June 2, 2010 


Instead of reasoning from a normative set of Egyptian locations, we can 
consult Egyptian tradition in order to fill out a full set of eleven members of 
the Canaanite clan in Egyptian terms. We have already accomplished this 
for all eleven except Eber-Girgash, Peleg-Hiv and Ashkenaz-Ark. The 
Hamites representative of Eber-Gilgamesh can be sought at the twentieth 
nome of Upper (South) Egypt, Herakleopolis, capital of Upper (South) 
Egypt. The god of Herakleopolis was Heryshaf, "He Who Is Over Strength," 
a good match to Eber-Gilgamesh. Like Khnum he was pictured with a ram's 
head as shown on the next page. We have seen how this ram's head enables 
us to match him with the ram-headed Khnum in a complementary 
arrangement accounting for the two ram-lions of the Cernunnus Panel. The 
dual structure of the ram-lions, coupling Amerindians with Hamites, 
constitute one of the mysteries of the First Kish order. Why were Hamites 
of the Tower of Babel initiatives coupled with Amerindians? If more were 
known about the gods Heryshaf and Khnum, that question might be readily 
answered. The Amerindians were the proper people of Mahadevi, who 
handed her ancestral language, the Semitic, over to her son Ham. Whatever 
the concrete origins of the Amerindian stock, it represents a chaos of 
independent languages in keeping with Mahadevi's Akkadian name Tiamat, 
"Chaos." This stock, therefore, complements Peleg's anti-Babel theme of 
linguistic diversity carried to an extreme within a single protoplast. 

A remarkable coincidence arises from the way both Canaan and Eber 
were given ram's heads by the Egyptians. In the Semitic world Canaanites 
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and Hebrews named for Eber were destined to struggle over control of 
Palestine across the Sinai Peninsula from Egypt. The ram's head serves two 
purposes. First it conceivably refers to a facial type transferred from red 
Mahadevi to her grandson Canaan and then to Canaan's great-grandson 
Eber through Sidon-and Salah. Whether or not this facial type actually 
characterized Canaan and Eber, the sign serves to identify the two, in some 
sense, with Mahadevi's Amerindian stock. A further implication is that these 
two "rams" took a hand in ruling the ram-lion colonies at Umma and Lagash 
in the First Kish order. 

The ram-head duplication is especially useful in harmonizing with both 
the ram and lion features of the two Cernunnus panel figures. The ram 
heads indicate the same symbol for the Amerindian stock incorporated in 
these colonies. The Egyptian identity of Khnum and Heryshaf account for 
the leonine element in these two figures. Furthermore we have already 
placed Canaan at the head of the colony at Lagash where he appears in the 
inscriptional name Gunidu. 

We have now established nine of the eleven divisions of the Hamitic 
stock by adding Eber-Girgash as the Heryshaf of Herakleopolis in Upper 
(South) Egypt. Hiv-Peleg and Ark-Ashkenaz remain. The Egyptian pantheon 
identifies Peleg as the crocodile god Sobek equivalent to his Andamanese 
character as Puluga-Karaduku and his Cushite identity as Sabtechah In the 
Cushite analysis above, we _ identify Peleg-Sabtechah with the Semitic 
division of the Akkadians, who went on to become the followers of Peleg's 
heir Reu-Sargon. Whatever Hamite eleventh attached themselves to Peleg 
must have become the Upper (South) Egyptian contingent who followed 
Sargon's successors by the Lower Sea fleet to found Egyptian Dynasty I. 
Whether this contingent had anything to do with founding Peleg-Sobek's 
Crocodilopolis toward the southern end of the Upper (South) Egyptian 
nome system remains uncertain. We need only place them at Agade along 
with the Akkadians in the First Kish order. 

The only remaining member of the Egyptian pantheon to account for the 
mighty Ashkenaz-Vishnu of the Indians is the elusive Horus the Elder. As 
postdiluvian full brother to Japheth and Shem, Ashkenaz would appear to 
demand high rank in the company of his brothers Atum Re and Amun Re. 
The tradition that makes Horus the Elder a son of Geb and Nut is consistent 
with Ashkenaz's parentage by Noah and Uma if we understand that Nut 
represents the entire Mahadevi tetrad and, in this case, Uma. Horus the 
Elder's cult centers were Edfu in the extreme south, Buto in the Delta and 
Heliopolis. 

We can summarize eleven divisions of the Hamite stock by indicating 
both the destinations on the Nile and Mesopotamian locations in the First 
Kish order: 


Sidon Ka-ap Thinis-U "Fish" 
Heth Sokar (Hades) Abydos-U Martu (Uz) 
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Jebus-Shem Amun Re Thebes-U Sippa 


Amor-Seba Asir Busiris-L Nippur 
Girgash-Eber Heryshaf Herakleopolis-U Umma 
Canaan Khnum Mendes-L Lagash 
[Hiv-Peleg] Sobek Crocodilopolis-U [Kish] 
Ark-Ashkenaz Horus the Elder Heliopolis-L Gutium 
Sin-Lakshmi from Hathor Dendera-U Ur 
Arvad-Parvati Isis Abydos-U_ Syro-Phoenicia 
Zemar-Ganga from Wazet Buto-L "Fish Rider" 
Hamath-Saraswati Neith Sais-L Sippar 


The ratio of six divisions bound for Upper (South) Egypt (marked "U") to 
five for Lower (North) Egypt (marked "L") has a strong bearing on the 
course of the Uruk-Aratta war in the next, Eanna period. It suggests that 
the Hamitic contingents in each of the five griffin armies opposed to Aratta 
were recruited from First Kish divisions bound for Lower (North) Egypt, 
namely the colonies at Nippur, Lagash, Gutium, "Fish Rider" and Sippar. 
This matter of ratio will be discussed further in the next chapter. 

When Peleg took power in 2338, the Hamites were subjected to the 
Mizraim clan in order to legitimize them as a controlled part of the First 
Kish order. In the Cernunnus panel Hamites are located in three colonies 
involving the lion image at Sippar, Umma and Lagash; but the strict task of 
the Cernunnus panel is to describe eleven colonies defined by the 
Canaanite clan together with sets of eleven from the Indo-European, 
Semitic and Hamitic stocks. These were the three peoples most involved in 
the perennial political struggle between Ham and Shem. That is why Peleg 
sought to subdivide them in order to defuse conflict between 2338 and 
2308. The Mizraim clan dealt with Hamites in the same way that the 
Canaanite clan dealt with Indo-Europeans and the Cushite clan with 
Semites. 

The process of humiliation among Ham's sons was enforced; and 
Mizraim became a member of the clan named for him. The head of the clan 
in this period was Shem's sixth heir Serug, the future first pharaoh of 
dynastic Egypt, Menes. The Mizraim clan in Genesis 10:13-14 lists eight 
persons: Zud-Susanowo, son of Sidon-Izanagi; Anam-Amaterasu, daughter 
of Sidon-Izanagi; Lehab, Noah; Naphtuh, Hamath-Anath, daughter of Noah 
and Uma; Pathrus-Seba, son of Noah and Kali; Masluh, Japheth; Philist, 
Beli, son of Mizraim; and Caphtor, Don, daughter of Mizraim. The presence 
of Noah and three of his children gives the clan a specifically Noachic bias: 
and that bias becomes even more apparent when we recall that Sidon- 
Izanagi conceived of himself as a "second Noah," in ruling the Abzu temple 
at Eridu as the god Enki. So much for the clan as it now appears in Genesis 
10. 

The Mizraim clan underwent greater changes in its history than any 
other Genesis 10 group. It began in the Tower of Babel era as the Egyptian 
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Great Ennead. As such it was conceived by Ham and his son Mizraim as a 
means of ruling overnine divisions of the human race, all speaking Hamitic. 
When judgment fell on Babel, only four of its original members survived 
within the clan: Atum Re-Japheth as Masluh; Geb-Noah as Lehab; Asir-Seba 
as Pathrus; and Nephthys-Hamath as Naphtuh. Altogether the clan passed 
through three stages: the Great Ennead stage when the intension was to 
rule the world; the First Kish stage when the goal was to divide the Hamitic 
stock in anticipation of the nome system on the Nile; and the stage 
recorded in Genesis 10:13-14 when the purpose was to organize the 
distribution of stocks such as the Minoans within the Egyptian sphere of 
influence. 

The shifting membership of these three stages can be outlined as 
follows: 
Great Ennead (2368-2338) 
First Kish (2338-2308) Genesis 10:13-14 (2308) 


wonennnnnnnnnee wenn nenne ee Zud 

wenn cece nen mene nn nee Anam 

Geb Noah Lehab 
Nephthys Hamath Naphtuh 
Asir Seba Pathrus 
Atum Re Japheth Masluh 
wonnnnnnnnnn ween Philist 
wennennnnnnn net Caphtor 
Shu (Ham) ———wwvwrwrvwre rere 
Tefnut (Durga) = ----------- renee 

Isa (Arvad) (——rwwrwrrwree nese 
Seth Shem =--=--===-- 
Nut Mahadevi _ ----------- 


won-n nn nn-- Mizraim won-n nn nn-- 


Perhaps under the influence of his powerful mother Mahadevi, Peleg 
decided to leave the four linguistic stocks created by the female Mahadevi 
tetrad undivided at only four locations. The stocks created by males were 
all divided, Noah's Altaics into an arc independent of the Cernunnus panel 
eleven and the stocks of his three sons into elevens as we have just seen. 
The devotion to sets of eleven went into effect one more time. The scheme 
called for a full set of eleven undivided stocks, meaning that seven new 
stocks had to be added as a result of the Tower of Babel event. These 
important new stocks were the Uralics, Georgians, Elamo-Dravidians, 
Niger-Congo group, Nilo-Saharans, Khoisans and Austro-Asiatics including 
the Munda of India. Another apparently independent stock, the Basques, 
have been shown to be distant relatives of the Nadene-Athabascans of 
North America. 
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The four "female" stocks have already been located: Austronesians at 
the Place of the Fish; Amerindians split between Lagash and Umma; 
Sumerians in Sumer; and Sino-Tibetans at the Place of the Fish Rider. The 
new stocks can be associated with these four in certain ways. The Uralics, 
such as Hungarians and Finns, have been compared linguistically to the 
Sumerians. A Finnish word for the soul, Jelek, seems cognate with the 
Sumerian word Ji/, meaning "wind" and incorporated in the god name Enlil. 
Both geographically and linguistically the Austro-Asiatics of Southeast Asia 
seem related to Austronesians to the south if not Sino-Tibetans to the north. 

Our concept of thoroughly divided Semites and Hamites indicates seven 
locations for the new stocks. These open locations are Martu (Uz), Sippar, 
either Lagash or Umma, Kish, Nippur (where one of the three Black African 
stocks figures as the representative new language), Gutium (where the 
Western Altaics are treated as part of the separate Altaic arc), Syro- 
Phoenicia (likewise) and Sumer where we have already placed the "new" 
Uralics as complement to Uma's Sumerian stock. The location of Gutium 
directly north of Elam suggests that the Elamo-Dravidian stock was 
assigned to that Place of the Eastern Antelope. As complement, the Austro- 
Asiatics can be assigned to the Western Antelope as source of the Munda 
speakers sharing India with both the Elamo-Dravidians and the Aryan 
Indians-- the Indo-European division at the Syro-Phoenician location. 

The close alignment of Thraco-Phrygian Armenia to Georgia suggests 
that the Caucasians took their place at Kish. The same movement that 
carried West Semites to Martu (Uz) logically included South Semites and 
one of the Black African stocks from Nippur. In some combination, the 
three Black African stocks found their First Kish locations at Nippur, Martu 
(Uz) and either Umma or Lagash. Kali's complementary relationship to 
Mahadevi in the Braided Goddess Panel; -- reproducing antediluvian "Cush 
and Havilah" -- places one of the African stocks at Lagash. Therefore the 
Nilo-Saharans, Niger-Congos and Khoisans settled in some order at Lagash, 
Nippur and Martu (Uz). If the Khoisan god Cagn is the Lagashite priest 
Urukagina, the Khoisans settled at Lagash. Geographically the Nilo- 
Saharans lived in closer proximity to Semites than did the Bantus and West 
Africans. Therefore we locate the Nilo-Saharans in Martu (Uz) and the 
greatest of the Black stocks, Niger-Congo Bantus and West Africans, at 
Kali's city Nippur. The proximity of Shem's Sippar to the Fish and Rider 
suggests that the protoplast attached to this colony was the "new" Austro- 
Asiatic stock. Shem's affinity for the Far East lay in his son Arphaxad I, the 
Jade Emperor of the Chinese. 

We can now attempt to outline the entire body of First Kish ethnology at 
the eleven locations of the Cernunnus panel marked I (Indo-Europeans), S 
(Phoenicians) and H (Hamites): 


Place of the Fish: Under Sidon: 
I. Hellenes 
S. Phoenicians 
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Martu (Uz): 


Sippar: 


Nippur: 


Umma: 


Kish: 


Lagash: 


Gutium: 


H. Thinites 
Austronesian 
Under Heth: 

I. Hittites 
S. Hebrews 
H. Abydites 
Nilo-Saharans 
Under Shem 
I. Celts 
S. Assyrians 
H. Thebans 
Austro-Asiatics 

Under Seba 
I. Italics 
S. Amorites 
H. Busirites 
Bantus and West Africans (Niger-Congo group) 
Under Eber 
I. Illyrian-Albanians 
S. Hebrews 
H. Herakleopolitans 
Amerindians 
Under Peleg 
I. Thraco-Phrygians 
S. Akkadians 
H. Crocodilopolitans 
Caucasians 

Under Canaan 
I. Teutons 
S. Canaanites 
H. Mendesites 
Khoisans 
Under Ashkenaz 
I. Tocharians 
S. Babylonians 
H. Heliopolitans 
Elamo-Dravidians 
Under Lakshmi 
I. Slavs 
S. Sabaeans 
H. Denderites 
Sumerians 


Syro-Phoenicia: Under Parvati 


I. Indians 

S. Amharas 
H. Abydites 
Austro-Asiatics 


Place of the Fish Rider: Under Ganga 


I. Scythians 
S. Hadramauti 
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H. Butoites 

Sino-Tibetans 
[Sippar]: Under Saraswati 

I. Iranians 

S. Omanitae 

H. Saisans 

[Austro-Asiatics] 


Chapter Nine 
The Eanna Regime and Uruk-Aratta War 
2308-2278 


Before dealing with the politics of the Eanna regime, we need to draw 
special attention to the Aratta schism. Our concept maintains that Shem's 
fourth heir Peleg, after 2308, refused to accept the Eanna regime at Uruk in 
Sumer. He defied the regime by drawing off roughly half the world into the 
mountains to the northeast and established a counter-world at a location 
known to the Sumerians as Aratta. That name appears in Sumerian 
narrative texts recounting the conflict. The name or something like it recurs 
twice in non-Sumerian sources. Samuel Noah Kramer notes that the 
Assyrians report crossing a river Aratta on their way to a conquest in the 
northeast. Another instance of the name occurs in Indian tradition. 

In The Indo-Aryan Races (1978), Ramaprasad Chandra explains the 
attitude of Midland Aryan Indians toward other Aryan tribes bordering on 
them. He names one of these tribes Arattas and locates them in Western 
Punjab. He quotes a text applying the same name to the entire region on 
the southern slopes of the Himalayas and north of the Midland: 

"The land through which the five rivers flow after issuing from the 
mountains is called Aratta: virtuous men should not spend more than two 
days. There are two Pisacas called Vaha and Hika in the Vipasa (Beas). 
The Vahikas are their offspring. They have not been created by Prajapati, 
therefore, being low-born, how can they know the rules of piety prescribed 
in the sacred books? ... The Vahikas dwell in the Aratta country; and the 
low Brahmans of that country, who have been living there from the time of 
Prajapati, do not either study Veda or perform sacrifice. The gods do not eat 
food offered by these wicked Vratyas. The Prasthalas, Madras, Gandharas, 
Arattas, Khasas, Vasatis, Sindhus and Sauviras are mostly very wicked" 
("Indo-Aryans of the Outer Countries"). 


Although the Aratta regime of India is hardly the same as the Aratta of 
the Sumerians -- located somewhere in the vicinity of Tabriz in northwest 
Iran -- this Indian tradition gives every evidence of having derived from the 
Aryan viewpoint on the Uruk-Aratta war and its consequences. It is just 
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what we would expect from a people whose ancestors were involved in 
defeating and punishing Aratta. 

The creator god Prajapati's name means "Father of Creatures." We have 
seen the image of Shiva Prajapati seated cross-legged and surrounded by 
animals in a fashion analogous to the Celtic Cernunnus. However the name 
Prajapati represents neither Peleg-Cernunnus nor Shiva-Asir-Seba. Instead 
it represents at least a pun on the name "Japheth," founder of the city of 
Uruk and the Eanna regime and establisher of the force of vassals named in 
Genesis 10:2 and leaders of the army that first attacked Aratta. As victor in 
the Uruk-Aratta War, Japheth spread his vassals throughout Aryan Iran in 
such places as Luristan, Hyrcania, Media and Kurdistan. The Aryans of Iran 
and India are closely enough related to have maintained a potent memory 
of the Japhethite victory and the seminal act of creating the force of Genesis 
10:2. The Indians retained the name Aratta and reapplied it to the southern 
slopes of the Himalayas, identifying their own, orthodox Midland with 
victorious Uruk. The wickedness they allege of the people of Aratta may 
well have been literally true; but the ritual nature of their offense suggests 
a memory of the way the people of the original Aratta were regarded by the 
victors of Uruk. The claim that these unfortunate people "have not been 
created by Prajapati" is an echo of the fact that the people of Aratta refused 
to acknowledge Japheth's regime at Uruk and lost all claims to orthodoxy. 

The capstone of this relationship between Indian tradition and the fate 
of Aratta is that the Gangetic Midland of India became the third geographic 
step in the punitive exile process after Iran and Arabia. The fourth step 
occurred when exiles were led through passes of the Himalayas to such 
destinations as Siberia, Mongolia and China. The leader of the expedition to 
Siberia was Ashkenaz, greatest of all Indian gods Vishnu. Logically the 
orthodox Aryans who colonized the same region of Gangetic India formerly 
settled by the exiles were taught to associate these exiles with the 
Himalayan foothills bearing the fatal name Aratta. In order to rationalize 
the difference between the original Erechite victory in the west and their 
settlement in Gangetic India they were taught to identify two versions of 
Uruk and Aratta in typical mythological fashion. I have the highest respect 
for the symbolic reasoning that makes these duplications more than just 
plausible. 

According to the Andamanese, the Aratta schism was irenic if not 
amicable. Puluga carried off half of humankind to the northeast only 
because of overpopulation. He left the southwestern half in the hands of a 
person named Darya. A new perspective might be gained on the schism 
from a firm identification of Darya. In Sumerian tradition the Eanna 
Dynasty was founded by the sun god Utu through his "son" Meskiaggasher. 
These two names refer to Japheth and sixth vassal Meshech, Peleg's brother 
Joktan. But who is Darya? Study of this name leads to a focus on members 
of the Noahic elite appearing as storm gods and therefore as pre-Mosaic 
devotees of Yahweh: Shem (Thor-Bal), Noah (Indra) and Peleg (Perkuna). A 
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case can be made that Peleg's role in forming the Aratta schism arose from 
the perennial separatistic character of the Yahweh cultus. This separatism 
operated in the account of Noah's curse on Canaan; and it may well have 
operated in Peleg's reaction to the fact that the political revolution of 2308 
called for a pendulum swing back to the alien cause of Ham's family. Even 
though Japheth was the prime mover of the Eanna regime, Ham also staged 
something of a comeback at this time. 

Hallo is no doubt correct in his view that the Sumerian kings 
Enmebaraggesi and Aka, reigned at Kish in the Eanna period despite 
appearing toward the end of the First Kish dynasty in the Sumerian King 
List. In Aka's case that perspective is certain because of a text reporting 
that Aka attempted to make war from Kish against Gilgamesh, king of Uruk. 
Enmebaraggesi and Aka are the Sumerian names of Ham and his son 
Mizraim in this period. After being excluded from sharing in the First Kish 
period, these two perennial enemies of Shem claimed power at Kish after 
2308. They were able to do so owing to the agreed-upon principle of 
pendulum swings of power between the factions of Ham and Shem at thirty 
year intervals. Gilgamesh at Japheth's Uruk was his third vassal Tubal but 
also Shem's third heir Eber. The stigma of Ham's fiasco at the Tower of 
Babel kept him from sharing in the Eanna regime but not from being 
recognized as a king of Kish at this time. Even this degree of power must 
have antagonized Peleg if not Shem and Noah, the original members of 
Yahweh's separatistic storm cultus. 

Waddell identifies the name "Dar" with Thor as though the Andamanese 
Darya were Shem. But more specifically he identifies "Dar" with the ruler 
Ukusi or Ukush, a clear-cut version of Noah in our reading of Sumerian 
history. If we maintain the identity of Darya with Noah -- another of 
Waddell's variants being In-dar or Indra -- how could the Andamanese claim 
that Noah dominated the southwestern world of Sumer when Sumerian 
tradition withholds the name Ukush until the next era? The Andamanese 
seem to know something about the ruling powers of the Eanna period 
hidden from the eyes of the Sumerians themselves. There is nothing new in 
this if we recall how the Indians reveal the Inanna Succession in terms 
either unknown to or unacknowledged by the Sumerians. Part of historic 
truth must have migrated from Mesopotamia to India and the Andamanese 
Bay of Bengal. 

In designing the new order of Eanna (Sumer), Japheth followed a 
different principle from the one that governed Peleg's First Kish design. 
Japheth's name Atum Re reveals that he was a devotee of atum or "totality." 
Reconciled to linguistic diversity, he nevertheless sought to maintain world 
unity by treating his Egyptians as linguistic proxies for the rest of 
humankind. That is why the Caucasoid Hamites never migrated beyond the 
narrow corridor of the Nile once they reached that land. The Andamanese 
tradition of Darya suggests how he proceeded in Mesopotamia. He 
emphasized contraction rather than expansion of the world order. Noah, for 
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example, appeared as Ukush at Umma in the subsequent Dynasty III period; 
and it is just as likely that Japheth assigned him to Umma at the outset of 
the Eanna period as one colony of his contracted empire. The same logic 
applies to Adab where Peleg took power as Lugalannemundu. Before he led 
the Aratta schism, Peleg could very well have been assigned to Adab as 
another step in forming the contracted empire. As for Japheth's Uruk, the 
whole body of his Genesis 10:2 vassals were located there at the outbreak 
of the Uruk-Aratta war. 

Given Noah's and Peleg's initial membership in this scheme, it makes 
sense that Japheth filled out the contracted empire by choosing his local 
rulers from the entire line of Noah as recorded in Genesis 11. That line 
consists of ten members short of Terah: Noah, Shem, Arphaxad I, Salah, 
Eber, Peleg, Joktan, Reu, Serug and Nahor. Maintaining his own control 
over Uruk, Japheth logically assigned these ten to as many colonies. The 
cities he chose logically corresponded to the ones singled out by the 
Sumerian King List prior to the rise of Sargon: Uruk, Kish, Ur, Awan, 
Hamazi, Adab, Mari and Akshak. Hallo's reconstruction of the period adds 
Umma and Lagash. If Sargon's Agade is added, these cities total the same 
eleven we have seen at the basis of the First Kish order which Japheth 
inherited from Peleg in 2308. 

Unfortunately for Japheth, he could not control the choices made by the 
elite chosen to rule the Eanna order. When Peleg's choice came, he selected 
far off Aratta in defiance of Japheth's ideal. Adab may have been chosen for 
him; but the sovereign power of choice rested with him. Adab went to his 
grandfather Salah under the Sumerian name Salkisalsi, the only ruler of 
Adab listed by Hallo in the Eanna (Dynasty II) period. 

At this point we can bring forward evidence that the Aratta schism 
involved more than Aratta and that a second "rebel" capital existed in the 
northwest. This other capital explains why the Medb and Taranis panels 
reveal that the Uruk-Aratta war was fought in two theaters, one involving 
Syrian Mesopotamia well to the west of Aratta. Waddell believes that the 
Sumerian city Akshak was the nominal successor to an earlier city existing 
in Cappadocia, the mountainous territory north of Syria. Waddell names 
this city Ukhu, connects it with the ruler Ukush and identifies it with the 
city Pteria of later times. The name Ukhu he interprets as "Hawk City" and 
he notes that hawks abound in Cappadocia as they do not in Mesopotamia. 
He adds that figurines of hawks and eagles were common among the 
Hittites. Thus the Akshak-Ukhu mystery is connected in some way with the 
migration of Hittites from Heth's Stag colony in Martu (Uz) in First Kish 
times to Anatolia in later times. A Wikipedia article states that Pteria was 
an Assyrian city in northern Cappadocia, in the heart of former Hittite 
territory. The article adds that the exact location is uncertain. Its latitude 
somewhere between 38 and 40N is comparable to that of Haran and Tabriz, 
making it the northwestern counterpart to northeastern Aratta. 
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Waddell identifies the name Ukush with the first element in the name 
Iksh-Vaku, first king of the Indian king list in the solar line of Ayodhya. We 
equate Ukush with Noah on the basis of his parentage of Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi in the late Dynasty III period at Umma. If Waddell's 
explanation of Ukush-Ikshvaku's location is correct, Noah joined his wife 
Mahadevi-Tiamat and Peleg-Kingu in creating the Aratta schism by leading 
a contingent to the northwest to found "Hawk City" in what later became 
Hittite territory. The Hittite patriarch Heth was Peleg's half-brother 
through the maternity of Mahadevi, making both of them a kind of 
legitimate step-sons of Noah. 

Owing to the lack of a given scheme like the Cernunnus panel, any 
attempt to define the colonial order of the Eanna regime must remain less 
conclusive than our picture of the First Kish order. Our only advantage is 
the likelihood that much of the First Kish scheme remained in place after 
2308. The locations at Aratta and Pteria must have meant a breakdown ina 
much more conservative scheme favored by Japheth. In order to piece 
together a set of local governors and locations, we have already begun to 
adopt information from the Dynasty III period under the assumption that 
this tendency toward conservatism lingered on even after the Uruk-Aratta 
war and next epoch of 2278. In other word, remnants of the First Kish order 
remained in place until Sargon-Nimrod took power in 2244 and began the 
final process of purging Mesopotamia of non-Semitic and non-Sumerian 
elements. 

In Chapter Eight we never considered the First Kish order from the 
angle supplied by details of the First Kish section of the Sumerian King List. 
We must do so now under the assumption that rulership in the Dynasty I 
period formed a certain continuum spanning the Dynasty II and Dynasty III 
periods. These cumulative 90 years were precisely the ones claimed for the 
reign of Peleg as Lugalannemundu in his final stage at Adab in Dynasty III. 
Another instance of continuity is the way Hallo transfers the reigns of 
Enmebaraggesi-Ham and Aka-Mizraim from their given places in the 
Dynasty I list into the Eanna period of Dynasty II. A cleaner break comes at 
the transition from Dynasty II to Dynasty III; but continuity was always the 
rule when we realize that the body of rulers in this age consisted of ageless 
early postdiluvians like Noah and his sons. 

The scheme we are now working with is based on the hypothesis that 
Japheth came to power in 2308 as Peleg had in 2338 and granted a power 
of selecting locations to the line of Noah through Shem's heirs. Because all 
but one of these heirs derived from the male line of Ham, Canaan and 
Sidon, the scheme sought to achieve "totality" by reconciling the factions of 
Shem and Ham. Shem figured as political ancestor; and Ham, as physical 
ancestor. The Inanna Succession had been planned for this purpose and 
probably owed much to Japheth's close relationship to his mother Uma, the 
Sumerian Ningal, "Great Lady," mother of Inanna. As a matter of detail, we 
must decide whether a selection of eleven patriarchs by this formula 
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extended as far as Shem's seventh heir Nahor or included a share of the 
male line fathers Ham, Canaan or Sidon. Even if Joktan and Nahor are 
included, the formula yields just ten names. Various possibilities for raising 
the total to eleven exist: adding Sidon as Salah's immediate father, 
including Japheth as master of the whole scheme or including Ham, Canaan 
and Sidon and cutting the series of Shemite heirs off with either Joktan or 
Reu-Sargon-Nimrod. Either positive evidence or strong thematic reasoning 
must be applied to these possibilities. 

For example the one ruler given by Hallo at Lagash in the Eanna period 
is named Lugal-sha-Engur. If we regard "Engur" as the distinguishing part 
of the name, these sounds can be viewed as cognate with biblical Nahor 
and a variation of the Egyptian name Anhur, Horus the Elder, now 
interpreted as Noah's son Ashkenaz. If we give weight to this suggestion, 
the line of Shem's heirs extends to the seventh heir and brings the whole 
line from Noah to Nahor to nine persons. The addition of Joktan brings the 
total to ten; and if Salah's father Sidon is added, the needed eleven, 
assuming that Japheth sought to achieve continuity by basing his altered 
scheme on the same total of eleven as in First Kish. On the other hand, it is 
difficult to omit Japheth himself from the set of eleven because of his act of 
founding the Eanna dynasty as Utu. Thus an alternative route to the total of 
eleven omits Sidon or Joktan and includes Japheth. An argument for 
omitting Joktan is that he became Japheth's vassal Meshech and, as 
Meskiaggasher, became the second ruler in that same dynasty at Uruk. Like 
the rest of the fraternity of Genesis 10:2, Meshech-Joktan remained at Uruk 
to become one of its chosen heroes at the outbreak of the Uruk-Aratta war. 
The exclusion of Joktan means retaining both Japheth and Sidon to make up 
the total of eleven. 

To test this hypothetical set of eleven Noachic elite, we must also select 
eleven locations including Japheth's capital Uruk and the rebel Aratta and 
Pteria. The distant locations of these two locations in the northeast and 
northwest makes them analogous to the two First Kish locations of the two 
Antelopes -- Gutium and Syro-Phoenicia. Two factors add plausibility to the 
theory that Noah established a colony in Cappadocia. First Noah knew of 
Cappadocia because he took a circuitous route from Mount Ararat to the 
Upper Tigris immediately after the Flood. A series of rivers at relatively 
passable elevations indicate this route: the Aras and Firat westward from 
Ararat to Cappadocia and the Murat and Nemrut eastward from 
Cappadocia to the east end of Lake Van and source of the Tigris. 

The second factor is the Argonautic tradition of Hellenic mythology 
where Noah and his children by Kali, Asir and Isa (Seba and Arvad), turn up 
as King Aeetes and his children Absyrtos and Medea. Like Isa (Isis) Medea 
is a magician. The Argonauts find this ruling family in Colchis, now western 
Georgia at the east end of the Black Sea. Colchis lies much nearer 
Cappadocia than does Mesopotamia. It makes a logical route of retreat from 
Pteria in Cappadocia following the close of the Uruk-Aratta war. 
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The Eanna order can be outlined beginning with the explicitly named 
Utu, father of Meskiaggasher, founder of the Eanna dynasty in the 
Sumerian King List: 


Japheth Ikun-Shamash (IIT) Mari 
Utu (II) Uruk, Cap. of the Eanna dynasty 
Meshech Meskiaggasher (II) Uruk 
Noah Ukush (III) Ukhu, "Hawk City," Cappadocia 
Shem Tata (III) Awan in Elam 
Arphaxad IMesannepadda (II) ‘Ur, Capital of First Ur 
Salah Salkisalsi (II) Adab 
Lugalbanda (II) Uruk 
Eber Gilgamesh (II) Uruk 
Peleg lord of Aratta (II) Aratta 
Reu Sargon (IV) Agade 
[Mizraim] Aka (II) Kish 


Nahor Lugal-sha-engur (II) Lagas 


Mizraim-Aka replaced Serug-Menes at Kish because these were the two 
figures contending for control of the entire Hamitic stock; and the 
governorship of Kish was up for negotiation despite the formula that placed 
Serug there. 

These governorships and the ones established for the First Kish period 
counterpoint the Sumerian Dynasties I and II as interpreted by Hallo. In 
both cases Hallo assigns eight "generations" to a period. In our chronology 
these "generations" equate to a module of slightly less than four years. Thus 
the Sumerian King List supplies the foundation for a chronology as 
reinterpreted first by Hallo and then by myself. The terms claimed by the 
king list for kings of these two periods are so outlandishly huge that Hallo's 
reinterpretation of the Sumerian record is as radical as mine. Hallo 
rationalizes the record according to modern ideas of human longevity. I 
cast longevity aside and reduce these reigns to four years according to a 
distinct concept of what kingship meant in a monogenetic human 
community at this point in human history. 

All sixteen of Hallo's regnal "generations" can be outlined as follows: 


Etana (1) Noah (Dedan) at Kish 2338-2334 

Balih (2) Shem (Bal) at Kish 2334-2330 
Mashkakatu (3) unidentified at Kish 2330-2326 
Kalibum (3) Magog at Kish 2330-2326 
Enmenunna (3) Sidon at Kish 2330-2326 
"He Rules Them All" (4) Peleg at Kish 2326-2322 
Qalumum (4) unidentified at Kish 2326-2322 
Melam-Kish (4) Elishah son of Sidon at Kish 2326-2322 
Barsalnunna (4) Salah son of Sidonat Kish 2326-2322 
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Nangishlishma (5) unidentified at Kish 2322-2318 


Zuqaqip (5) unidentified at Kish 2322-2318 
Samug (5) Eber son of Salah at Kish 2322-2318 
Endaranna (6) Arphaxad I at Kish 2318-2314 

Atab (6) Japheth (Svarog) at Kish 2318-2314 
Tizkar (6) Joktan son of Eberat Kish 2318-2314 
Babum (7) unidentified at Kish 2314-2310 


Ataba (Mashda) (7) Madai (Svarogich) at Kish 2314-2310 
son of Japheth 


Ilku (7) Cush son of Ham at Kish 2314-2310 

Pu-Annum (8) Put son of Ham at Kish 2310-2306 

Arwium (8) unidentified at Kish 2310-2306 

Iltasadum (8) Canaan at Kish 2310-2306 

Utu (9) Japheth at Uruk 2308-2306 

Meskiaggasher (10) Meshech (Joktan) at Uruk 2306-2302 
vassal of Japheth 

Enmerkar (11) Abimael at Uruk 2302-2298 
son of Joktan 

Lugalbanda (11) Salah at Uruk 2302-2298 

father of Eber 

Nigi (11) unidentified 2302-2298 

Suhkeshdanna (11) Peleg son of Eber at Aratta 2302-2298 

Enmebaraggesi (12) Ham at Kish 2298-2294 
(Dumuzi the Shepherd) 

Mesilim (12) unidentified at Kish 2298-2294 

Gilgamesh (12) Eber son of Salah at Uruk 2298-2294 

(Tubal vassal of Japheth) 

Mesannepadda (12) Arphaxad I at Ur 2298-2294 

Lugal-sha-engur (12) Nahor at Lagash 2298-2294 

Salkisalsi (12) Salah at Adab 2298-2294 

Aka (13) Mizraim son of Ham at Kish 2294-2290 

Ur-lugal (13) Peleg son of Eber at Uruk 2294-2290 

Aannepadda (13) Obal at Ur 2294-2290 
son of Arphaxad I 

Susuda (14) Zud at Kish 2290-2286 
vassal of Mizraim 

Enna-Il (14) unidentified at Kish 2290-2286 

Utulkalamma (14) Reu at Uruk 2290-2286 
successor of Peleg 

Meskiagnunna (14) Almodad or Sheleph at Ur 2290-2286 
son of Obal 

Dadasig (15) Shem at Kish 2286-2282 

Labahshum (15) unidentified at Uruk 2286-2282 

Elulu (15) unidentified at Ur 2286-2282 
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Enhegal (15) unidentified at Lagash 2286-2282 


Magalgalla (16) Canaan at Kish 2282-2278 
Uhub (16) unidentified at Kish 2282-2278 
Ennundara-Anna (16) unidentified at Uruk 2282-2278 
Balulu (16) unidentified at Ur 2282-2278 
Hatanish (16) unidentified at Hamazi 2282-2278 


A variety of insights arise from this data as interpreted. The most 
striking is the way members of the Inanna Succession take charge in 
various places in the closing years of the Uruk-Aratta war (closing 2296) or 
soon after. Shem's third, first, seventh and second heirs all appear in the 
same "generation" between 2298 and 2294. These heirs reign at four 
different locations: Uruk, Ur, Lagash and Adab. We can assume that they 
reigned simultaneously and represented an effort by Shem or others to put 
an end to the Uruk-Aratta conflict by means of these heirs. 

At the same time the First Ur Dynasty consisted of three generations-- 
Arphaxad I and son and grandson, who would have been Shem's heirs had it 
not been for the Inanna Succession. The possibility exists that the war 
reflected the logical conflict between these two sets of heirs of Arphaxad I. 
That likelihood becomes even more plausible in view of Arphaxad's 
immediate participation in the war as Taranis of the Taranis panel located 
at Harran in Syrian Mesopotamia in an apparent effort to fend off Noah's 
colony in Cappadocia. The more or less simultaneous reigns of Shem's 
Inanna heirs and the family of Arphaxad I implies a reconciliation at the 
close of the war. 

Another perspective is that Ham's sons Cush, Put and Canaan arose at 
the transition from the First Kish to the Eanna period. That change 
conforms to the premise that 2308 marked a designed pendulum swing 
back to Ham's faction as prior to 2338 at the time of the Tower of Babel. 
Clearly leaders of the Aratta alliance feared that Ham's family would return 
to power and reinstate the false goal to reduce humankind to a single 
linguistic stock. As devotees of the Yahweh storm cultus, Peleg and Noah -- 
Perkuna and Indra -- were committed to the separatistic principle that 
human sinfulness could only be restrained by preserving ethnic diversity. 
They led their followers to the distant northwest and northeast to make 
certain that these people could not fall back on a single location in 
Mesopotamia within the Eanna period. 

A passage in the Sumerian text Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta 
confirms that the Eanna regime was in fact seeking to achieve linguistic 
unity. The text claims that Enki-Sidon will one day reduce the world to a 
single language. It occurs in a passage which Enmerkar's messenger is to 
carry as the lord of Aratta as a challenge. This message begins with a 
threat to destroy Aratta and disperse its inhabitants -- the eventual outcome 
of the war: 
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“Beware lest I make [the people of Aratta] flee from their city like a dove 
from its tree, 
Lest I make them fly away like a bird from its permanent nest, 
Lest I put a price on them as on mere merchandise, 
Lest I make Aratta gather dust as does a devastated city 
(Vanstiphout, Epics of Sumerian Kings, 63). 

Enmerkar, titling himself the "young Enlil of Sumer, chosen by 
Nudimmud [Enki]," demands that Aratta bring him a tribute of sacks full of 
gold to create a "mountain of lustrous powers." Another demand is that the 
"spell of Nudimmud" be chanted in "Aratta's chambers." This spell includes 
an emphatic prophecy of unity of world language, confirming that Noah's 
and Peleg's fears were well grounded: 


Yea the whole world of well-ruled people 

Will be able to speak to Enlil in one language! 

For on that day, for the debates between lords and princes and kings, 
Shall Enki, for the debates between lords and princes and kings, 

For the debates between lords and princes and kings, 

Shall Enki, Lord of abundance, Lord of steadfast decisions, 

Lord of Wisdom and knowledge in the Land, 

Expert of the gods, 

Chosen for wisdom, Lord of Eridug, 

Change the tongues in their mouth, as many as he once placed there, 
And the speech of humankind shall be truly one!" (65). 


Of all the documents at the heart of our study of Noachic times, this 
passage from the Sumerian epic ranks as one of the foremost. Without 
retelling the story of the Tower of Babel, it affirms the linguistic theme of 
that story and locates it at the core of Sumerian history at the outset of the 
Uruk-Aratta conflict. Fear of linguistic world unity drove Peleg to Aratta 
and Noah to Cappadocia; and desire for unity drove the Uruk regime to 
make war against Aratta. The repetitive language "for debates between 
lords and princes and kings" offers a rationale for the Erechite cause. 
Vanstiphout shows that these words in the original Sumerian are "a-da en-e 
a-da nun-e a-da lugal-la," specifying the words en, nun, and Jugal for "lord," 
"prince" and "king." This trio of words, like the four organizational terms of 
Genesis 10:5 -- "lands," "languages," "families" and "nations" -- refer to the 
elements of a world order such as all the descendants of Noah were 
attempting to create in these centuries. 

The passage asserts that Enki will not only unify languages but has also 
created them in the past -- "as many as he once placed there." In what 
sense did Sidon ever contribute to linguistic diversity? It must be 
remembered that Sidon regarded himself as Noah's supplanter after Noah 
re-founded Eridu in 2368. Thus the passage means that Sidon is serving his 
grandfather Ham and father Canaan by favoring linguistic unity after Noah 
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has done his utmost to serve the opposite cause before his downfall in 2359. 
In this sense the Aratta alliance was an attempt to restore some of Noah's 
authority at least by enforcing his principle of linguistic diversity. The 
colony at Aratta included exotic, "female" stocks such as the Sino-Tibetans, 
Amerindians, Austronesians and Black Africans. Therefore Enmerkar's 
threat to disperse the people of Aratta was tantamount to banishing 
linguistic diversity from any approach back to Mesopotamia; and that is 
what happened when Aratta fell and its populace began their series of 
punitive expeditions in Arabia, India, Siberia, China, Indonesia, the Pacific 
and the Americas. The linguistic unity promised by Enmerkar and Enki 
amounted to the dominance of Sumerian and Semitic in Mesopotamia and 
Hamitic on the Nile. The reference to "speaking to Enlil" may have 
originally meant speaking Enlil's theocratic tongue Semitic rather than the 
Sumerian in which the name "Enlil" is framed. 

A significant detail of the Sumerian text is that Enki is sometimes 
named Nudimmud, the same name he bears in the Akkadian Marduk Epic. 
This duplication of name serves to confirm our belief that the climactic war 
of the Akkadian epic is the same Uruk-Aratta war as in the Sumerian epic 
Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta. The Akkadian hero Marduk is not 
Enmerkar but his ally Lugalbanda, "Younger King," in reference to his being 
Shem's second heir in contrast to the "elder king," Arphaxad I-Nanna of Ur. 

Another problem concerns Shem's role in the Uruk-Aratta war. In the 
political outline above, we cannot find him between the close of his First 
Kish reign as Balih down to 2330 and the beginning of his reign as Dadasig 
in 2286, a decade after the close of the war. Whatever Shem's role must 
reflect his view of linguistic unity and diversity. A consideration of all the 
relevant facts suggests that Shem became the local leader of the Centum 
Aryans in this period. Three local leaders at the outbreak of the war were 
Enmerkar at Uruk, Peleg at Aratta and Noah in Cappadocia. Enmerkar is 
referred to as "son of the Sun," the same title carried by the founder of the 
dynasty Meskiaggasher-Meshech. We have also seen him referred to as the 
"young Enlil of Sumer." By line 176 his messenger refers to him as Jugal- 
mu, "My king." In the same passage the messenger refers to Peleg as en 
aratta, using the term for "lord." The Cappadocian colony under Noah never 
appears in the text; but we get an interesting result when we look for the 
third term nun or "prince" in the repeated line of the spell of Nudimmud. 
Whatever the explanation of this term, it happens to match the sound of 
Egyptian Nun, the Noah figure in the Ogdoad of Hermopolis, equivalent to 
Noah's Mesopotamian identity as Abzu or Abzu, the "primordial waters" in 
both cases. Perhaps we can claim that Noah reigned as one of the "kings" 
before the Flood, a nun or "prince" during the Flood and an en or "lord" 
when he made his claim to Subir. In taking his share in the Aratta schism 
he has reverted to his title nun as he was when making his way along the 
River Firat into Cappadocia immediately after the Flood before becoming 
the en of Subir. 
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According to the spell, Sidon-Enki has become the "lord of steadfast 
decisions" -- en dugga zidda. He now functions as a kingmaker, the same 
role he adopts as creator of "Bal's temple" under the name Kother-wa- 
khasis in the Ugaritic tradition. Instead of daring to raise Ham and his sons 
to supreme power, he has yielded power in the Eanna period to Japheth-Utu 
and his vassals such as Enmerkar's father Meshech. The term "son of the 
Sun" shows that the Utuship of the Hamitic language still holds down a 
major place in this scheme as it did at the Tower of Babel. This focus on the 
Utuship raises the issue of what became of the eleven Hamitic colonies of 
the First Kish order after 2308. 

We have already suggested that the five Hamitic divisions of the griffin 
armies, serving Uruk, represented a block recruitment to that cause 
destined to become Lower (North) Egyptians after settling temporarily in 
Syro-Phoenicia. These were the Hamites allied to Japheth's Heliopolis as to 
Japheth-Utu's Uruk. They were just one part of a systematic scheme that 
governed the Uruk-Aratta conflict as it did the Eanna order. Despite the 
hostility that dictated the distant locations in Aratta and Cappadocia, both 
those locations were owing to a selection process owing to Enki, "Lord of 
steadfast decisions," the kingmaker of the age. The ratio of five Hamitic- 
speaking divisions to six suggests a formula for dividing all the sets of 
eleven constructed in the First Kish period once the alienation of Peleg, 
Heth, Mahadevi and Noah became apparent after 2308. 

Careful analysis of the three locations established by Japheth, Peleg and 
Noah shows that humankind was divided in the Eanna period into sixteen 
local groups-- the same number later governing Ashkenaz-Wakan-Tanka's 
division of North America. At victorious Uruk Japheth claimed the 
Sumerians, five Hamitic divisions of the Griffin armies (Lower (North) 
Egyptians), five Semitic divisions of the Griffin armies and most of the 
Satem Aryans including the Slavs of Japheth-Svarog, Iranians of Madai- 
Svarogich and Midland Indians of Japheth-Prajapati. Peleg-Kingu claimed 
Sino-Tibetans, Austronesians, the Amerindians of Tiamat-Mahadevi, Elamo- 
Dravidians, Altaics and a combination of Scythians with the explicit Aratta 
group of Upland Indians. The followers of Noah and Heth in Cappadocia 
were six Hamitic divisions bound for Upper (South) Egypt (despite the 
temporarily northern location), Hittites combined with Centum Indo- 
Europeans and Caucasians combined with Uralics. The Caucasian group 
followed Noah after his defeat to Colchis where they became historical 
Georgians and other Caucasian-speaking people. Eventually the Centum 
Aryans made their way to the mouth of the Danube at the opposite end of 
the Black Sea. The Centum Aryans followed Shem -- Teutates, Thor and 
Zeus -- to the intervening northern coast of that sea. 

By doubling the number of the original diluvian eight to sixteen, the 
Eanna scheme reached an agreed-upon limit. The tradition of Wakan-Tanka 
arose from a local subdivision according to the same limiting number. 
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Except for five Semitic divisions, actual fighting in the Uruk-Aratta war 
was carried out by members of the Hamitic linguistic stock, the warrior 
caste of Noachic times. When Noah led away six Hamitic divisions to the 
northwest, he left them in Syria before leading the Hamites and Centum 
Aryans off to Cappadocia. It was in Syria that the three Griffin armies of the 
Taranis panel matched their three Semitic and three Hamitic divisions 
against Noah's six Hamitic divisions and defeated three of them, sending 
them back to Mesopotamia or Elam under guard. The three undefeated 
Hamitic divisions of Noah's faction appear as the three leopards of the 
Taranis and Medb panels. The westward direction of the three Taranis 
griffin armies shows the effort to chase down and defeat Noah's Hamitic 
forces in Syria from the perspective of Arphaxad I-Taranis's location on the 
Khabur River in Syrian Mesopotamia. The two leopards represent two of 
Noah's Hamitic divisions driven out of Syria but still un-subdued and 
heading eastward to link up with Peleg's and Inanna's forces at Aratta. The 
leopard or tiger hemmed in by two Griffin armies beneath the figure of 
Medb-Inanna represents the first of these Hamitic stocks under Noah to 
escape from Taranis's force and close with Aratta. 

This central role of Hamites explains why Egyptians took care to record 
the date that the war began in the 336th year of the Sun King Re-Harakhti. 
This date equates to 2302 BCE, 336 years after Noah began the Ark- 
building project. Re-Harakhti is generally regarded as a variant title of 
Atum Re at Heliopolis and, therefore, our Egyptian version of Japheth, 
creator of the Hamitic stock. However two facts suggest that the concept of 
Re-Harakhti began with the Hamitic followers of Noah and originally 
referred to Noah. The title element "Harakhti" is said to represent the 
rising sun, a concept appropriate to Noah as first patriarch. Second, the 
tradition of 336 years can be taken literally if applied to Noah as human 
initiator of the Ark-building project. Once Noah's "Upper (South) Egyptian" 
followers were defeated by their "Lower (North) Egyptian" brethren in the 
Griffin armies, Re-Harakhti's identity was swallowed up by Atum Re-Japheth 
of Heliopolis and Noah sank into the lowly Nun of the muddy, 
undistinguished Ogdoad of Hermopolis Magna in Upper (South) Egypt. 

We would think that the Hamitic combatants would have conceived of 
the Uruk-Aratta war as a conflict between some Noah figure and an 
Egyptian counterpart to Taranis-Arphaxad I. Instead they personify the 
Upper (South) Egyptian losers in Seth, the Great Ennead version of Shem, 
and the protean victor "Horus," who represents either Sabtah-son of Asir 
and Isa of the Great Ennead or Anhur, "Horus the Elder," Togarmah as son 
of Geb and Nut-Mahadevi of the Great Ennead._The identity of Horus 
continues to be a crux issue, not only in stabilizing the Egyptian pantheon 
but also in drawing on whatever the Egyptians have to contribute to our 
knowledge of the Uruk-Aratta war. 

Assuming that the name "Horus" refers to two different persons, which 
of these participated in the Uruk-Aratta war so successfully that the 


349 


Egyptians remembered him as the heroic victor in that war? As a member 
of the Cushite clan, Sabtah pertained more to the Semites than to the 
Hamites. We might expect to find him at the head of one of the Semitic 
divisions of the Griffin armies. In Chapter Eight we suggested that he took 
command of ancestors of the Canaanites destined for Palestine. In distilling 
the five Semitic divisions of the Griffin armies, the Canaanites are doubtful. 
In viewing the Mesopotamian victory in the war, we would first consider the 
East Semites -- Akkadians, Babylonians or Assyrians assuming that these 
last two groups possessed separate existence from the Akkadians in the 
24th century. The Aramaeans migrated from Cappadocia into Syria and 
must have been the progeny of one of the Semitic divisions in question. The 
fifth Semitic division were either Canaanites or Amorites. One of these two 
races belonged to a griffin army and the other did not. 

The Canaanites and Amorites were distinguished in biblical times by the 
location of the Jordan River, Amorites to the east and Canaanites to the 
west of it. At this point we can bring the alternative "Horus," Togarmah, 
into the picture. Among the sons of Altaic Noah -- Kudai Bai Ulgan -- Ham's 
full brother Togarmah appears as Pyrshak Khan. In the Abrahamic war of 
Genesis 14, he complements Ham, Bera of Sodom as Birsha of Gomorrah, 
bearing a name cognate with "Pyrshak." Both Bera and Birsha appear in 
history as Amorites. That dubious pedigree suggests that Japheth's 
secondary vassal Togarmah led Amorites at the time of the Uruk-Aratta 
war. In Genesis 10:3 Togarmah is a member of the triad including Asir- 
Riphath and Ashkenaz. In the Canaanite list Asir-Riphath bears the name 
"Amor" and personifies the Amorite race. In view of "Birsha" and "Amor" 
under variant names in Genesis 10:3, it would appear that Japheth created 
the Gomerite triad for them to lead three of the Griffin armies or their 
Semitic divisions. In fact Asir-Riphath's high rank as both a great Egyptian 
god and personification of the Amorites shows that he figures as a leader of 
a complete Semitic-Hamitic Griffin army, meaning that the other two 
Gomerites also led such complete, synthetic armies. 

The two elephants pictured as attacking the position of Aratta in the 
Medb panel suggest the general leadership of the Indian elephant god 
Ganesha, the Cushite Sabtah, Egyptian "Horus the Younger," son of Asir 
and Isa (Indian Shiva and Parvati). If he governed both elephant armies, the 
further implication is that Togarmah, son of Geb-Noah and Nut-Mahadevi, 
governed all five griffin armies in the two panels. 

The scheme governing the five griffin armies can best be understood in 
terms of the full river system of Mesopotamia. The Indian tradition naming 
"Aratta" as the land extending across the foothills of the Himalayas names 
five rivers descending from the mountains into India. The same total of five 
applies to the full watershed of Mesopotamia: the Euphrates, Tigris and 
their tributaries Khabur, Zab and Diyala. What's more these five rivers 
make it relatively easy to identify the Semitic "head" contingents in each of 
the four griffin armies as located west to east. The Amorites clearly take the 
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position on the Euphrates as indicated by the location of Jebel el Bishri, 
"Mountain of the Amorites," at a latitude just north of 35N. The Khabur, 
flowing north to south into the Euphrates, was eventually populated by the 
Hurrians, an Indo-European people associated locally with the Aramaeans. 
Noah's original claim to Subir on the Upper Tigris locates ancestors of the 
Babylonians of Noah-Oannes in that land before they migrated southward to 
become the Chaldeans of biblical history. An association between the 
Chaldeans and mountains of the north is suggested by Khaldi, chief god of 
the Urartians, who gave their name to Mount Ararat. 

Both the Zab and Diyala flow into the Tigris from the northeast, 
suggesting routes by which the two griffin armies of the Medb Panel 
invaded Aratta. The Zab enters the Tigris in Assyria, identifying the 
Assyrians as the Semitic contingent of the fourth griffin army shown 
attacking the Aratta tiger from the west. The Diyala flows into the Tigris in 
Akkad, identifying the Semitic element of the easternmost griffin army as 
Akkadians destined to rule Mesopotamia after the rise of Sargon-Nimrod in 
2244. In summary, the three griffin armies of the Euphrates, Khabur and 
Tigris were Amorites, Aramaeans and Babylonians (as a body of ancestors 
distinguishable from the Akkadians of Sargon and Amorites of Hammurabi). 
The griffin armies nearest Aratta via the Zab and Diyala were ancestors of 
the Assyrians and Akkadians. 

In overall perspective, the three griffin armies of the Taranis panel have 
driven the three wild feline armies of the Aratta faction from what must 
have been temporary positions on the Euphrates, Khabur and Tigris. The 
two leopards of the Taranis panel are pictured to the north of the griffin 
armies. This design simply means that the griffin armies have come up from 
the south to dislodge three dual combinations of "Upper (South) Egyptians" 
from their positions on the three rivers. At the moment shown in the panel 
they have already dislodged the "tiger" from the Upper Tigris and are in 
process of dislodging the two leopard forces with the result of forcing these 
two to turn eastward to Aratta. In other words all of the Hamitic forces 
loyal to the Aratta faction have abandoned the western theater of the war 
and are hoping to survive at Aratta. In Cappadocia Noah has been isolated 
with his following of Hittites, Centum Indo-Europeans, Caucasians and 
Uralics. The Celtic artisan of the Gundestrup prototype knows enough 
about the Uruk-Aratta war to express a dramatic moment when the 
northwestern half of the Aratta faction has collapsed and is fleeing to Aratta 
in the east. 

Aside from the Celts another Centum Aryan people, Teutons, have 
remembered the Uruk-Aratta war in their own way. These are the Eddic 
Icelanders of Snorri Sturleson. This tradition refers to the Aratta faction as 
the Vanir and the Erechite faction as the Aesir. The name "Vanir" calls to 
mind Lake Van, Noah's point of departure for reaching the Upper Tigris 
after the Flood and a location intermediate between Syria and Aratta. 
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For the closing campaign of 2296, we have the admirably detailed 
narrative of Snorri Sturleson's Aesir-Vanir war with its emphasis on mutual 
exhaustion and exchanges of hostages: 

Odin took an army to attack the Vanir. They made a valiant defense of 
their country [Vanaland], and each side in turn had victory. Each plundered 
the others' land, doing much damage, and when the two peoples had had 
enough of this, they set a peace conference, made a truce and hostages 
were exchanged. The Vanir gave their most distinguished men, the rich 
Niord and his son Freyr. In return the Aesir gave the man called Hoenir, 
saying he was very proper to have authority. He was a big man, very good- 
looking. With him the Aesir sent Mimir, a very shrewd man, and in return 
the Vanir gave the most intelligent in their group. He was called Kvasir. 
(R. I. Page, Norse Myths, 27). 


The name Freyr is a variant of Peleg's standard Teutonic name Frey, 
sometimes given as Fricco and equivalent to his insular Celtic name Fergus 
and Hellenic name Phrixus. Taken at face value, his identity as Niord's son 
identifies Niord with Eber although Eber appears in another Teutonic 
tradition under the cognate name Bor, father of Odin. Niord's identity with 
Eber, however, can be rejected on the basis that Niord is a member of the 
Vanir faction; whereas Eber-Gilgamesh was Japheth's loyal Erechite vassal 
Gilgamesh. It makes more sense that Niord represents Peleg's half-brother 
and ally Heth, referred to as Peleg's father because of his greater age in the 
second postdiluvian generation in contrast with Peleg's fifth. 

As dominant male leaders of the Aratta faction Peleg and Heth were 
synonymous with that cause and their exchange signaled the end of the 
war. After returning to Mesopotamia Peleg and Heth became two of the 
most powerful Sumerian rulers as Lugalannemundu and Ur-Nanshe at Adab 
and Lagash in the Dynasty III period after 2278. Particular attention must 
be paid to the other three hostages -- Kvasir of the Vanir and Hoenir and 
Mimir of the Aesir. These last two could not have been as important to the 
Erechite (Aesir) cause as Peleg and Heth were to the Vanir; so it seems 
strange that the Aesir should be obliged to give hostages at all when the 
heart had gone out of the Vanir cause. 

Mimir and Hoenir represent Ham's two sons Mizraim and Canaan. From 
Sturleson's narrative -- assumed to be primary mythology from early 
postdiluvian times -- we learn that these sons of Ham began as members of 
the Eanna faction. That is no surprise if we view the Eanna regime as 
Japheth's accommodation to Ham's ideal of linguistic world unity. As 
hostages held by the Aratta faction, Canaan and Mizraim took on a new 
significance. Beyond this time Ham and his sons went through three stages 
visible in our account of things. First they reigned four times in 
Mesopotamia but only at Kish: Ham and Mizraim as Enmebaraggesi in the 
Eanna period, Canaan late in the Eanna period and Mizraim again in the 
Dynasty III period. In the primary period of the Akkadian Empire, they 
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served on the coasts of Arabia as what Chinese tradition calls "Ocean 
Dragon Kings" and in the late 2180s they turn up in the Nile Delta where 
the four sons are slain by Narmer, former Akkadian Emperor Naram Sin. 
Ham then reappears as the Gutian ruler Hablum and subsequently as the 
Sumerian restoration ruler Ur-Nammu at Ur. 

This process was somehow triggered by the way Mizraim and Canaan -- 
the two sons destined to reign at Kish -- became formal hostages to what 
remained of the Aratta faction. The Akkadian rulers treated them as 
enemies to be used and then slain. Sargon, founder of the Akkadian regime, 
was Reu, the heir of Peleg, head of the original "Vanir" faction. Apparently 
the Akkadian rulers regarded themselves as heirs of the Vanir faction in 
control of Ham's two sons and by extension all of Ham's sons. In that sense 
the Uruk-Aratta conflict never ceased but simmered beneath the surface 
after 2296. 

The four reigns of Ham and his sons were confined to Kish as the 
original capital of Peleg, founder of the "Vanir" faction of Aratta. When Ham 
joined his sons on the coasts of Arabia, the group formed a five-fold sect 
corresponding to five punitive divisions of the fallen populace of the Aratta 
cause. Their enemies, the five griffin armies, were formally designed to 
capture five such defeated peoples. These divisions consisted of Sino- 
Tibetans Altaics, Austro-Asiatics, Austronesians and combined Upper 
(South) Egyptians and Black Africans. Racially the majority of these people 
conformed to the dyad of black Adam and his yellow son Seth. 

By affirming that Mizraim and Canaan were originally members of the 
Aesir faction, the Icelandic tradition suggests that the griffin armies were 
commanded by Ham or one of his four sons under the general command of 
Ham's brother Togarmah. Significantly Togarmah turns up as the ruler 
Tuge just before Mizraim as Mennunna at Kish in the Dynasty III period. 
He has evidently been assigned to Kish for the same reason as Ham and his 
family as a result of the hostage exchange converting Aesir into Vanir. This 
role for Ham's family was only natural in view of the ethnic armies featuring 
combinations of avian Semites and leonine Hamites. Ham created the 
Semitic stock and inherited the Hamitic. Mizraim's name personified the 
Hamites of Egypt just as Canaan's name personified the Semites of 
Palestine. Thus the two hostages Mimir and Hoenir were selected by the 
Vanir in order to represent their adversaries, the Aesir griffin armies in the 
service of Uruk. 

The Semitic divisions we have located in each griffin army suggest, in 
turn, which member of Ham's family became its Aesir leader. The Amorites 
near Jebel el Bishri on the Euphrates naturally fell under the authority of 
Canaan-Hoenir, feudal lord of the "Amorite" in Genesis 10:16. Cush's son 
Nimrod becomes Asshur, founder of Assyria according to Genesis 10:11. 
Thus we can identify him as general of the Assyrian griffin army on the 
River Zab. The Akkadian Marduk Epic suggests that the Akkadian army on 
the Diyala was assigned to Ham. This patriarch is named Anshar in the epic 
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and is treated as the genetic source of the "gods" including Marduk. 
Mizraim's two reigns at Kish associate him locally with ancestors of the 
Babylonians stationed on the Upper Tigris during the war. 

Enough particular insight exists to show that Ham's family took charge 
of the griffin armies from east to west in the order of the clan: Ham over the 
Akkadians on the Diyala, Cush over the Assyrians on the Zab, Mizraim over 
the Babylonians on the Tigris, Put over the Aramaeans on the Khabur and 
Canaan over the Amorites on the Euphrates. 

The Aesir-Vanir hostage exchange complicates the question of which 
Hamite divisions belonged to which griffin army. The hostages Mizraim and 
Canaan are precisely the two to appear in Upper (South) Egypt rather than 
victorious Lower (North) Egypt of the griffin armies. The implication is that 
these two sons of Ham led two of the griffin armies but were obliged to 
switch command to the defeated "Vanir" Upper (South) Egyptians. As 
Khnum, Canaan was a fixture at extreme Upper (South) Egyptian 
Elephantine; and Min-Mizraim, at Upper (South) Egyptian Panopolis. The 
other three members of the family can be placed in Lower (North) Egypt: 
Cush at Bubastis through his mother Bastet-Kali; Ham at Buto through his 
mother Buto-Mahadevi; and Put at Heliopolis through the observation that 
his Hellenic Titan name Iapetos is intended to echo that of Japheth-Atum Re 
of Heliopolis. 

Another tradition applicable to the Uruk-Aratta war comes from India. 
It is contained in "Su-Dasa's Battle-Hymn of Victory over the Ten 
Confederated Kings" as translated by L. A. Waddell. Both Su-Dasa and the 
ten kings must be identified to establish the poem's relevance to our 
primary war as opposed to some later scene. To begin with Waddell places 
the battle at the Euphrates in keeping with our view of the griffin armies. 
These five armies contain ten divisions, five Semite and five Hamite; but we 
have reason to align Su-Dasa with the Erechite cause of the griffin armies, 
not their adversaries. Waddell identifies Su-Dasa with Sumerian Lugal-Tarsi 
of the late Dynasty III period as an exact contemporary of Ukush-Noah. 

The name Tarsi suggests biblical Tarshish, a secondary Japhethite and 
for that reason alone a probable member of the Erechite or "Aesir" cause of 
the Japhethites. By that account the "ten confederated kings" figure to be 
leaders of the Aratta alliance at some stage of the war. The setting suggests 
the moment during the war when Inanna-Medb arrived at Aratta, freeing 
Peleg and other leaders there to come west to the aid of Noah's followers. 
At this moment nearly the whole body of warriors in the cause of Aratta 
could have been gathered in ten armies under as many kings. The five 
Erechite griffin armies were formed from ten divisions to oppose the ten 
Aratta armies in typically formal, Noachic fashion. 

Ten leaders in the Aratta cause are easily identified. Peleg joined with 
his three successors Reu, Serug, and Nahor destined to make the Akkadian 
Empire an extension of the Aratta faction. The remaining six kings 
consisted of some combination of Peleg's half-brother Heth, Noah, Shem 
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and Shem's four Aramaean sons. Assuming that Heth had already led his 
Hittites into Cappadocia, the ten kings were Peleg, Reu, Serug, Nahor, 
Noah, Shem, Uz, Hul, Mash and Gether. The Indian Battle Hymn claims 
that Tarshish led a force which defeated these ten somewhere on the 
Euphrates. 

The poem begins with Su-Dasa's crossing of the flooded Parushni with 
the supernatural aid of Indra. Su-Dasa's crossing of the Euphrates to meet 
the enemy is consistent with the view that he has returned to the East 
Indian colony in Phoenicia with Indian followers in addition to others 
unspecified. The Indian people are identified in the hymn as the Tritsus. The 
translation opens as follows: 

Though the floods spread widely, Indra made them shallow and easy for 
Su-Dasa to cross; He (Indra) worthy of our praise, caused the Simyu foe of 
our hymn, to curse the river's fury. Eager for spoil was (the enemy leader) 
Turvasa Puro-Das, fain to win wealth, like Matsya (fishes) urged by hunger; 
The Bhrigus and the Druhyus quickly listened to him; friend joined friend 
amid the two distant peoples. Together came the Pakthas, the Bhalanas, the 
Alinas, the Sivas, the Vishanins; But to (Su-Das') Tritsus came the Aryans' 
comrade (Indra) to these heroes in war and spoil. (172) 

Just one of these tribe names is transparently identifiable. Bhrigu is 
Peleg's Indian name as fire priest analogous to his Sumero-Akkadian 
identity as fire god Nergal-Irra and well as the Hellenic-Olympian fire-smith 
god Hephaestus. Ten kings on Peleg's "Vanir" side imply ten ethnic 
divisions; and the Bhrigus are the division under Peleg's immediate rule. 
This division belongs to a tetrad proper to Peleg and his three successors, 
the Akkadian emperors. Apart from any attempt to identify the other tribal 
names, the ten leaders can be identified with specific stocks. Reu answers 
so readily to the Maori god Rehua that this figure must have governed the 
Austronesians. As son of Mahadevi, Peleg took command of the 
Amerindians. If the Indian Battle Hymn maintains its value for the Uruk- 
Aratta war, the tribal name "Bhrigu" refers to the Amerindians in the 
context of that war. Nahor-Naram Sin's devotion to the lunar cult of Durga's 
Ur identifies him as leader of the Sino-Tibetans despite the Chinese 
patriarch Arphaxad I's membership in the opposing "Aesir" faction. Finally 
Serug can be associated with the Altaics on the basis of a match between 
his later imperial name Manishtushu and an important Altaic people, the 
Manchus of Manchuria. 

Ethnically the rest of the "Vanir" faction consisted of six Hamitic 
divisions bound for Upper (South) Egypt. Their leaders were Noah, Shem 
and Shem's four Aramaean sons. Not only were Noah and Shem members 
of the Ogdoad of Hermopolis as Nun and Amun; but Shem's four sons were 
given birth by the Mahadevi tetrad named Naunet, Amaunet, Kauket and 
Hauhet. In the Battle Hymn, the pairing of Bhrigus with Druhyus suggests 
that the latter may be Austronesians as complement to the Amerindians. 
The next set of names in the text appears as a pentad suggesting 
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coordination with the five rivers that served as geographic framework for 
the war. Instead of being doubled into three pairs at three of the rivers, 
five of the Hamitic stocks of the Aratta faction were distributed over all five 
rivers. Just two of the Aratta Hamite divisions were paired. The remaining 
four paired off with the ethnic stocks just named. The total of five pairs 
matched off with their enemies, the five Semitic-Hamitic griffin armies. 

A direct reflection of the "Vanir" viewpoint occurs in North America in 
keeping with our view that the Amerindian stock followed Peleg to Aratta. 
Among the Algonkins Glooskap and Maslum (or Malsumis) are "brothers." 
These names refer to Lehab and Masluh of the Mizraim clan where they 
represent Noah and Japheth respectively. Ethnically these names 
correspond to the Libyans and Massylians of North Africa where the 
Amerindian stock spent time before their departure for the Americas. The 
crux point is that Glooskap is good and Maslum evil. Apart from the Uruk- 
Aratta war scene, this opposition of character makes no sense. The 
Amerindians regard Noah as good and Japheth as evil because these were 
the eldest leaders of the opposed factions, Noah of the cause of Aratta and 
Japheth founder of Uruk and center of its cause. 

The Sumerian texts on the Uruk-Aratta war as translated by 
Vanstiphout are Enmerkar and Ensuhgirana, Enmerkar and the Lord of 
Aratta, Lugalbanda in the Wilderness and The Return of Lugalbanda. The 
name Enmerkar refers to Joktan -Meskiaggasher's son Abimael ("My Father 
is Mael"), king of Uruk at the outbreak of the war in 2302. Lugalbanda is 
Shem's second heir Salah named "Younger King" in reference to this status 
as second heir after Arphaxad I. In the first text the name Ensuhgirana 
designates Peleg as Lord of Aratta. The name appears to incorporate 
Peleg's name Gira, a variant of "Irra," Peleg's Akkadian name as fire god. 
The text presents these antagonists with the addition of their chancellors -- 
“sukkals" 

In those times -- day was lord, night was prince, and the sun was king -- 
The chancellor of the lord of Aratta was Chancellor Ansigaria by name; The 
chancellor of Enmerkar, the lord of Kulab, was called Namenatuma. 
(Vanstiphout, Epics of Sumerian Kings, 29). 

The Erechite chancellor Namenatuma conceivably represents Japheth in 
a functional role after his nominal role as Utu, founder of the Erechite 
dynasty. If "en" in the second syllable is the title factor "lord," the root 
becomes "atuma," suggestive of Japheth's Egyptian title Atum and his First 
Kish name Atab. 

A crux to interpreting this narrative is the location of Hamazi, referred 
to as "Hamazu" in the text. A sorcerer comes to Aratta after his city 
"Hamazu" has been defeated. Although the location of Hamazi is unknown, 
the present consensus places it near the Diyala, last of the five rivers we 
have enumerated west to east in analyzing theaters of the war. The fall of 
“"Hamazu" thus implies a stage in the unfolding Erechite victory over Aratta. 
A passage in the text can be taken as symbolic of victory over the Aratta 
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forces on the first three rivers -- Euphrates, Khabur and Tigris. At one point 
the lord of Aratta is asking for advice in view of a series of defeats: 


"His bull stood up to fight my bull, 
And the bull of Unug [Uruk] has won. 
The man wrestled with my man, 

And the man off Unug was stronger. 
His dog wrestled with my dog, 

And the dog of Unug bested him" (35). 


The triad pattern fits in with the first three rivers prior to the Zab and 
Diyala in a reading from the west on the Euphrates where Indian Su-Dasas's 
victory can be treated as first of a series of battlefields. 

In both Enmerkar and Ensuhgirana and Enmerkar and the Lord of 
Aratta, a central element is the favor of the heaven goddess Inanna. These 
narratives are difficult to interpret without accounting for this 
preoccupation with Inanna. Although Sumerian tradition never 
acknowledges the Inanna Succession, we can bring this concept from India 
to bear on the significance of Inanna at Uruk and Aratta. We have seen that 
the leadership at Aratta consisted primarily of Shem's fourth, fifth, sixth 
and seventh heirs -- all descendents of the union of Inanna and Sidon. In 
contrast, the Erechite leader of the Taranis Panel -- Arphaxad I -- was 
Shem's first heir and independent of the Inanna Succession. Furthermore 
the Medb panel identifies Medb-Inanna with Aratta and its political cause 
as though the debate of the Sumerian stories has been decided in Aratta's 
favor at some stage of the war. To complete the picture, the first two heirs 
of the Inanna Succession -- Salah and Eber -- are the staunch Erechites 
Lugalbanda and Gilgamesh. 

On balance Shem's heirs in the cause of Aratta outnumber the Erechites 
five to three. When we add Noah and Shem to the Aratta faction, the ratio 
becomes seven to three. The strength of the Erechite case lies with Japheth, 
his vassals and Shem's second heir Salah, who is not only Lugalbanda of the 
Sumerians but Marduk of the Akkadians. The primary vassals of Japheth 
enter the picture in the third text Lugalbanda in the Wilderness. This text 
begins with strong emphasis on the reason for Enmerkar's making war: 

Enmerkar, son of the Sun, Conceived a campaign against Aratta, the 
mound of the inviolate powers. He would go and destroy the rebel land 
(105). 

Whatever the rationale practiced in dividing the two halves of 
humankind after 2308, Aratta was now considered a "rebel land" in 2302. 
Yet the phrase "inviolate powers" is applied to Aratta, not Uruk, as though 
the author of the text understood that the Aratta faction included the great 
elders Noah and Shem as well as the former world ruler Peleg and _ his 
heirs, destined to become the emperors of Agade. All these great names 
have now become chiefs of a "rebel land." 
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The text goes on to define the avant garde of Erechite leadership 
against Aratta: 


Seven they were, seven they were; 

Seven were the young lads born in Kulab. 

Uras had born these seven; the Wild Cow had suckled them with milk. 
They were heroes, the handsomest in Sumer and princely in their 
prime. 

They grew up at An's high table. 

These seven were lieutenants of companies, 

They were captains of regiments, 

They were generals of brigades, 

Lieutenants of three hundred men each, 

Captains of six hundred men each, 

Generals of seven sar of men each. 

They served their lord as his elite troops. 

Lugalbanda was the eighth of them (107-109). 


This group differs totally from the group defined by the Eddic tradition 
referring to the end of the war when Ham and his sons had taken over 
leadership of the Erechite armies. At the start of the war recorded in this 
passage, the seven heroes were Japheth's vassals under the leadership of 
Lugalbanda-Salah. The supposed youthfulness of the seven heroes is a 
poetic conceit referring to the late formation of the Genesis 10:2 septad 
through the addition of Tubal-Eber-Gilgamesh and his sons Meshech- 
Meskiaggasher and Tiras. 

The change from Japhethite to Hamite leadership occurred whenever 
the Semite-Hamite griffin armies took shape. Both before and after this 
change the leadership on both sides of the conflict were ten in number. The 
eight leaders specified in the Sumerian text were filled out by Japheth-Utu -- 
feudal "father" of Meskiaggasher -- and the reigning king Enmerkar. 
Whenever the change occurred, Ham and his sons were supplemented by 
Tarshish, hero of the Indian Battle Hymn, and three others. Although 
Tarshish belongs to the Javanite tetrad of 10:4, we have reason to believe 
that the other three leaders at this time were the Gomerite tetrad of 10:3. 
We have already identified Togarmah as commander in chief of the five 
griffin armies. In this context it is likely that the Eddic name "Aesir" 
applied to the Erechite faction derived from Riphath's Egyptian name Asir. 
Because of that Egyptian name, we can describe Riphath-Seba-Asir as 
commander in chief of the Hamite-Egyptian members of the griffin armies. 
Togarmah's future as King Birsha of Amorite Gomorrah identifies him as the 
complementary commander in chief of the Semitic members of these 
armies. 

To pinpoint the moment when Japhethite leadership of the Erechite 
forces yielded to Ham's family and the Gomerite triad, we can point to Su- 
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Dasa-Tarshish's victory on the Euphrates. After this victory the griffin 
armies would have been created under new leadership to hem the Aratta 
forces in from the west. 

We have seen that the most important passage in Enmerkar and the 
Lord of Aratta is the "spell of Nudimmud" where the cause of Uruk is 
identified with the same desire for linguistic world unity that had led to the 
Tower of Babel fiasco. The leader of this cause in the Eanna period was 
Japheth rather than Ham; but Ham eventually cast his lot with this renewal 
of his old cause when he and his sons agreed to take over each of the griffin 
armies. Thus the Uruk-Aratta war pitted Japheth and Ham against Noah 
and Shem. Because Japheth and Ham won, the popular followers of Noah, 
Shem and Peleg were punished by exile to the ends of the earth. This 
judgment conceded the survival of linguistic diversity but only by exiling 
most of this diversity to the Far East, Oceania and the Americas. The 
Marduk Epic, in glorifying Lugalbanda-Marduk as chief hero of the Erechite 
cause, names the adversarial Mahadevi Tiamat, "confusion," as though the 
Aratta principle of linguistic diversity led to what has become the anti- 
biblical tradition of polygenesis. 

Thus the Uruk-Aratta war set in motion causes that have ended in 
spiritual tragedy in modern times. 


Chapter Ten 
The Dynasty III Period 2278-2248 


Hallo refers to First Kish as Dynasty I and the Eanna regime as Dynasty 
II. The Dynasty II Period differs radically from the first two because it 
includes twelve different "dynasties" at various locations as specified in the 
Sumerian King List. This proliferation of "dynasties" marks a new stage in 
the development of Noachic political thought and practice. This new order 
must be interpreted as the result of another pendulum swing back toward 
the faction of Noah and Shem, according to prearrangement, despite their 
defeat at Aratta. They still stood for linguistic diversity and did what they 
could to maintain that principle including the treaty agreement to exile 
their Aratta followers far from Mesopotamia. Special attention goes to 
Awan in Iran where the first three kings are the chief Aratta leaders Peleg 
(Peli), Shem (Tata) and Noah (Ukkutahesh). Hallo supplies these names 
without recourse to the Sumerian King List. 

The forms of these names suggest that these former leaders of the 
Aratta faction were now obliged to lead their followers according to distinct 
ethnic protoplasts. The name Peli parallels the name of Peleg's twin sister 
Pele, volcano goddess of the Hawaiians and therefore the Austronesian 
stock. The same relationship explains Peleg's central importance among the 
Andamanese in the Bay of Bengal even though those people spoke an 
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isolate language distinct from Austronesian. The central Andamanese myth 
of Puluga featured what had just occurred when the Aratta schism took 
shape in the preceding Dynasty II period (Eanna). Shem's name at Awan, 
Tata, indicates his control of the Altaics including the Tata Mongols. The 
Anship of the Altaics explains why Shem appears in the Abrahamic period 
as a priest of El Elyon, the Hebrew counterpart to the Heaven God An. 
Even today Korean Christians apply to God a generic name based on the 
original Altaic name An. When Koreans focused on 1992 as their favored 
year for the rapture of the Church, they placed heavy stress on the 
character of heaven by attempting to detail it as though heaven was the 
central feature of their engagement with the faith. 

Noah's name Ukkutahesh as third king of Awan-- like his later name 
Ukush at Umma--matches his Finnish name Ukko and suggests his control 
of the Uralic stock in this period. The Uralics have always been considered 
complements to the more eastern Altaics. Scholars of the first half of the 
twentieth century referred to Uralo-Altaics as though these two peoples 
belonged to the same stock. In this way they reflected the close association 
between Shem and his father and perennial ally Noah. 

If Shushuntarana identifies with Shem's son Taranis-Arphaxad I, this 
figure accounts for Arphaxad's natural progeny the Sino-Tibetans. Luh- 
ishan suggests Lugh, a version of Japheth, who appears in the Austro- 
Asiatic pantheon as Lak, cognate with Hellenic Lacedaemon. The Shans of 
Burma are located in Austro-Asiatic territory whether or not they belong to 
that linguistic stock instead of Sino-Tibetan. Three members of the dynasty 
of Awan remain -- Hishur, Napilhush and Kikku-siwe-tempti. Three 
remaining stocks are the Caucasians, Amerindians and Elamo-Dravidians. 
After the exile of these people, part of the Elamo-Dravidian stock remained 
in Elam to become the historical Elamites. Conceivably the middle part of 
the name Kikku-siwe-tempti is cognate with Indian Siva or Shiva, Riphath- 
Asir-Seba, father of the Dravidians. If the name Hishur equates this figure 
with Shem's son Gether, the location of Gether's Agathyrsians in Sarmatia 
suggests his role as leader of the Caucasians. 

Process of elimination identifies Napilhush with the Amerindians no 
matter what this figure's Noachic identity. 

The rulers at Awan can be outlined with these values to establish a 
sequence with a possible bearing on the later history of the post-Aratta 
exile process: 


Peli Peleg Austronesians 2278-2274 
Tata Shem Altaics 2274-2270 
Ukkutahesh Noah Uralics 2270-2266 
Hishur Gether Georgians 2266-2262 
Shushuntarana Arphaxad ISino-Tibetans 2262-2258 
Napilhush Amerindians 2258-2254 


Kikku-siwe-tempti Riphath Elamo-Dravidians 2254-2250 
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Luh-ishan Japheth Austro-Asiatics 2250-2246 


The leadoff position of the Austronesians in this sequence suggests that 
the exilic process followed this sequence. When the process extended 
beyond Arabia to India, the Austronesians took the easternmost position in 
the land of Videha toward the Ganges Delta. Modern scholarship has 
suggested that the Austronesians once inhabited Gangetic India. The 
Altaics, in their exile, approached a pass of the Himalayas to Siberia from 
the next land to the west -- Kosala -- and thus took second place in the exilic 
process. As the process worked westward in India, the Dravidians settled in 
the extreme west in the Indus Valley. These three positions are sufficient to 
confirm that the sequence of kings at Awan dictated at least part of the 
exilic process especially in spatial terms in India. 

The most powerful dynasty of the Dynasty III period was the Lagashite 
of Ur-Nanshe even though this dynasty never appears in the Sumerian King 
List owing to political bias. Ur-Nanshe is Peleg's half-brother Heth, one of 
his chief Aratta allies. His dynasty extends through four physical 
generations for whom none are named in Genesis 10. In this period Lagash 
waged war against Umma and other Sumerian cities as though Lagash were 
a political counterpart to Aratta. Nevertheless Heth adapted himself to the 
Sumerian race by taking the name Ur-Nanshe, "Champion of Nanshe," the 
fish goddess version of Uma, the first claimant of Sumer. Heth's mother was 
Mahadevi but descended from Uma through both Ham and Canaan. His war 
against the rest of Sumer bridged the chronological interval between the 
war of Enmerkar's time and the rise of Sargon as an heir of the cause of 
Aratta. Thus the cause of Aratta persisted among Lagashites and East 
Semites while the unfortunate followers of Peleg at Aratta were in process 
of distant exile. 

If the Aratta faction had won the war, Ur-Nanshe and his Lagashite 
progeny may well have gained a place as one of the clans of Genesis 10. In 
fact it is easy to observe the effects of Aratta's defeat throughout Genesis 
10. There is no other reason why Noah's three postdiluvian sons should 
appear as vassals of Gomer except that Gomer belonged to the set of 
Erechite "heroes" who spearheaded the "Aesir" cause against Aratta. 
Except for the war, these three sons would have joined Noah's postdiluvian 
daughters to form a logical septad at the head of the Genesis 10 system. 
Instead there is no hint in the Bible that Noah begat children of high rank 
after the Flood. By joining the cause of Aratta and suffering its defeat, 
Noah silenced biblical testimony concerning his postdiluvian children. The 
Shemite section tells the same story. Peleg is devoid of vassals; his brother 
Joktan -- Meskiaggasher founder of the victorious Eanna regime -- claims 
seventeen, four under his name Aram and thirteen under his name Joktan. 
Furthermore his four vassals under "Aram" are begotten sons of Shem, 
stripped from him as loser in the war. Noah, Shem, Peleg and Heth have all 
gone down together; and all four cast their lot with Aratta. 
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Hallo's list of rulers at Kish in the Dynasty III period begins with the 
hegemonist Kalbum, identifiable with Sidon on the basis of his Akkadian 
title Karibu meaning "the Enthroned." In the same, opening generation as 
Peli-Peleg at Awan, Kalbum-Sidon complements him by offering the chief 
advocate of linguistic world unity (in the "Spell of Nudimmud") 
simultaneously with the chief advocate of linguistic diversity. The locations 
at Kish and Awan underscore this theme. Although Peleg had reigned at 
Kish, its location in Akkad lay not far from the site of the Tower of Babel. 
Awan had now become the land of departure for exiles to the outer world, 
each stock with its own radically distinct language. 

Not only was distant exile the correlative of linguistic diversity but 
central, Mesopotamian locations now meant linguistic unity in the form of 
the Sumerian language. Sidon, as Enki and Kalbum, not only spoke 
Sumerian but was the probable author of the original texts on the Uruk- 
Aratta war. We can review these texts from the angle that they represent 
Sidon's viewpoint at the outset of the Dynasty III period. Two of the four 
texts translated by Vanstiphout feature Lugalbanda, Sidon's imperial son 
Salah. Aside from the two texts on Enmerkar, Lugalbanda in the 
Wilderness and The Return of Lugalbanda constitute a kind of "Epic of 
Lugalbanda" arising out of the Uruk-Aratta war. As such they complement 
the East Semitic Marduk Epic also centering in Salah and climaxing in a 
more focused version of the war. After the rise of Sargon, Sidon may well 
have continued his role as chief propagandist of Mesopotamia. 

Kalbum's successors seem heterogeneous and are divided into three 
"dynasties" in the Sumerian King List. Kalbum's immediate successor Tuge 
bears a name suggestive of Togarmah, the commander and chief of the five 
griffin armies of the war period. In succession Kalbum and Tuge bring 
together the ideological and military leaders of the same Erechite cause. 
Nevertheless the Dynasty III period has brought them to Kish rather than 
Uruk. As for Uruk Hallo's Dynasty III chart equivocates over this city by 
naming ten rulers as located either at Uruk or Ur. He names the first ruler 
at Uruk-Ur "Mes-gande." Repeatedly the patriarch Ashkenaz -- Togarmah's 
fellow Gomerite -- appears under the root "gand." At the close of Dynasty III 
both Gomer and the vassal Ashkenaz appear at Uruk-Ur under the names 
Lugalure (Gomer as Alur and Llyr) and Argandea. In the later Guti Dynasty 
of the 22nd century, Ashkenaz appears repeatedly under the name 
Iarlaganda or Yarlagan. In North America, where he conducted the "Third 
Stride of Vishnu," he takes the Dakotan name Wakanda as well as Wakan 
Tanka. At both the start and finish of the Dynasty III Uruk-Ur list, he seems 
poised to take a general leadership role which will eventually make him the 
greatest colonist of the Noachic world. 

In Hallo's fourth "generation" of Dynasty III at Kish occurs a ruler 
named Lugalmu, "My King." This name invites a peculiar Genesis 10 
explanation. If we complete the thought by adding the name Dada, the 
combination "Lugalmu-Dada," accounts for the strange name Almodad at 
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the start of the Joktanite list. Almodad, like the second figure Sheleph, is a 
son of Arphaxad I's son Obal, Apollo of the Hellenic tradition with the 
corresponding sons Orpheus and Asklepius. Almodad and Sheleph 
represent Shem's direct-line third generation. By taking the name "Shem 
(Adad) Is My King," Lugalmu affirms his association with Shem despite the 
Inanna Succession. In the fourth generation at Kish, he complements 
Arphaxad I-Shushuntarana in the fifth generation at Awan. We have seen 
that at Awan Shem takes the name Tata, the unvoiced counterpart of Dada 
but in the provenance of the Altaic Tata Mongols ("Tartars") rather than the 
Syrian Aramaean worshippers of the storm god Adad, equivalent to Ugaritic 
Aliyan Bal. 

Lugalmu's predecessor at Kish, in the third generation, Mennunna, is 
the Dynasty III version of Ham's son Min-Mizraim in contrast to his Dynasty 
II appearance as Aka, son and successor of Ham-Enmebaraggesi. Opposite 
him in Dynasty III is a hegemonist at Mari named Ilshu in Semitic form. The 
element "Il" is a version of the Semitic name "El," associated with the 
Creator God Elohim proper to the Semitic stock. In Psalm 82 El Elyon 
addresses a group of human rulers referred to as "elohim." Thus just one of 
these rulers is equivalent to an "el" or "il." In the Egyptian Great Ennead 
proper to the Tower of Babel era, Shu is the "son" of Atum Re and refers to 
Ham as associate of his brothers Japheth-Atum Re and Shem-Shu. Ilshu of 
Mari emerges as Ham in a Semitic speaking context in the same time frame 
as his son Mizraim in the Sumerian context of Kish as Mennunna (Egyptian 
Min). All these names reflect the dual Semitic-Hamitic character of the 
griffin armies once subject to Ham and all his sons. After the war Ham 
joined with his son Mizraim to reign as Enmebaraggesi and Aka at Kish and 
then in Dynasty III as Mennunna and I/shu simultaneously at Kish and Mari. 
Mennunna's predecessor Tuge-Togarmah had commanded all five of the 
griffin armies; and Ham and Mizraim, single griffin armies in separate 
locations. Now these three converged on Kish and Mari in the second and 
third generations of Dynasty III. 

With Ham at Mari and Mizraim at Kish, Ham's family have not yet 
undertaken their roles as Ocean Dragon Kings on the coasts of Arabia. The 
reason is that the exilic stocks have not yet left Iran for Arabia. We might 
consider how these stocks were distributed in Iran between 2296 and 2248. 
As a final result of the Erechite victory, Japheth's seven "heroes" of Genesis 
10:2 took command of lands scattered throughout western Iran. However 
these same lands figure to have hosted the defeated stocks of Aratta before 
they were supplanted by the Japhethites. In other words they were held 
captive by the Japhethites at various points in western Iran after leaving 
Aratta somewhere near Tabriz in northwestern Iran. Meanwhile the rulers 
of Awan maintained power over them at this single, capital location in the 
southwestern corner of Iran. 

Using anachronistic terms for regions of Iran, we can plot out a set of 
eight relevant locations: Media, Hyrcania, Parthia, Aria, Drangiana, Persia, 
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Elam, and Luristan. Three Japhethite names are clearly related to half of 
these locations: Gomer-Llyr to Luristan; Magog-Rudra-Hurricano, to 
Hyrcania; and Madai, to Media. The purpose of distributing the Aratta 
exiles over this wide span of Iran was to keep them from creating a united 
force in Elam and attacking Sumer. The same logic applied to the coasts of 
Arabia and regions of Gangetic India in subsequent eras. 

The eight colonies in Iran were led by the same body of primary 
Japhethite "heroes" as the ones who left Uruk to lead the attack against 
Aratta. They can be outlined in the order of Genesis 10:2 with Japheth at 
the start. Relevant names are added in parentheses: 


Japheth (Lak) Elam Austro-Asiatics 

Gomer (Llyr) Luristan Upper (South) Egyptians 
Magog (Hurricano) Hyrcania Amerindians 

Madai Media Black Africans 

Javan Persia Sino-Tibetans 

Tubal (Elam) Parthia Elamo-Dravidians 

Meshech Aria Altaics 

Tiras Drangiana Austronesians 


As stated, regional names such as Persia, Parthia and Aria are 
anachronistic. Persians, Parthians and Aryans entered these lands to 
bestow the names at much later times. 

A case can be made for the association between each Japhethite and 
each exilic stock. Japheth's Austro-Asiatic god name Lak agrees both with 
his Hellenic name Lacedaemon and his Celtic name Lugh. His name Luh- 
ishan at Awan is cognate with Lugh and suggests the Shans of Burma 
although these may be Sino-Tibetans rather than Austro-Asiatics. Six 
Hamitic stocks destined from Upper (South) Egypt contrast with the 
victorious Lower (North) Egyptians who made up the Hamitic shares of the 
five griffin armies. They were assigned to Gomer as half brother of Mizraim 
through Durga. Gomer himself became Khufu of Egyptian Dynasty IV. 
Magog's origin from red Mahadevi and his identity with the Amerindian god 
Hurricano associate him with the Amerindians in Hyrcania. The attachment 
of Black Africans to Madai-Mashda accounts for the prominent East African 
"Masai." 

Javan's association with Persia proper derives from Durga's original 
land claim there. Durga was Javan's grandmother through Gomer. Tubal- 
Eber takes the name Elam at the head of Shem's vassals in Genesis 10:2. As 
a mulatto son of Kali, he harmonizes with the black Dravidians of the 
Elamo-Dravidian linguistic stock. 

Meshech-Joktan takes the name Khitan in Semitic Arabia. The name 
Khitan reappears in the Far East as the name of a people bordering on 
Altaic Manchuria. The odd name Drangiana can be taken as a match to 
Rangi-Ham, chief god of the Polynesian branch of the Austronesian stock. 
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Because the Iranian arrangement of the exiles acted as prototype of the 
Arabian pattern in the next generation, it can be considered a matrix in 
design. For example the Black Africans complement Amerindians in Media 
and Hyrcania. If we reproduce these relative locations in Arabia they would 
be the only two on the south coast of the Persian Gulf inside the Strait of 
Hormuz. That distinction would help to explain why they never shared in 
the Eastern dimension of the exilic process but joined the Hamites in 
migrating westward from Arabia to Africa and the Americas via the Atlantic 
and Caribbean. 

Sumerian literature never pictures the Erechite "heroes" in battle or 
sending troops into battle. The leader of Sumerian forces is Enmerkar. An 
implication is that the Japhethite "heroes" were chosen, from the outset of 
the war, for the task of gathering up the rebel stocks and colonizing Iran 
with them. If so we can expect to find a high degree of intentional system in 
the locations selected and in the sequence of stocks in a continuous loop 
eastward at the latitude of the southern coast of the Caspian and westward 
along the coast of the Persian Gulf. For example we can observe that the 
Black Africans and Amerindians were deliberately segregated from the 
stocks bound for the Far East. These two stocks corresponded to 
antediluvian "Cush and Havilah." By pushing the Black Africans southward 
and the Amerindians westward, the two victorious stocks of the griffin 
armies, Hamites and Semites, acted as guards against the return of these 
two races to Arabia and Mesopotamia. Above all the victors kept these 
races from linking up with the Far Easterners to create a force of invincible 
size. When the Japhethite "heroes" set out toward Aratta, they already 
understood this large-scale task and fought both for prizes in Iran and for 
the defensive safety of lands in the Fertile Crescent. 

Madai was Japheth's "right hand son," appearing with him as Mashda to 
Atab at First Kish and Svarogich to Svarog among the Slavs. As such Madai 
was chosen to control the Black Africans representing the "strength of 
Adam," potentially the greatest threat to Japheth's concept of the world. 
Japheth retained one man of color, Tubal-Eber, among his primary vassals, 
and another, Riphath-Seba, among his secondary vassals. As the diluvian 
husband of Kali, Japheth must have been expected to deal with the black 
race of Adam. When the Uruk-Aratta war broke out, he handed this task on 
to his chosen son Madai. An About.com article on the Masai (or Maasai) 
describes this tribe as a "proud and independent tribe." The same article 
refers to them as the most recognized tribe of East Africa. So they have not 
been cherry-picked to represent the course of African origins. Conceivably 
their ancestors thought of themselves as black representatives of Madai 
himself despite Madai's Caucasoid character. 

The Masai speak a language belonging to the Nilo-Saharan quarter 
of the African scheme of languages and are closely related in this respect to 
the Dinkas and Nuers. Their own tradition claims that they originated in the 
Lower Nile Valley north of Lake Turkana in Kenya. Both for Hamites and for 
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Black Africans, the Nile represents an entrance point from the perspective 
of the Akkadian Lower Sea fleet. The tribe once inhabited the entire Great 
Rift Valley. The map of Maasailand on the next page shows that their 
territory straddles the Kenya-Tanzania border but fails to contain Mount 
Kilimanjaro. A detail of Masai religion reinforces our view that their 
ancestors arose at the interim Iranian colony in the context of "Cush and 
Havilah" as paired off with the red Amerindians. The Wikipedia article 
reports that they are monotheists worshipping God as Engai but distinguish 
between two aspects of this God as Engai Narok (Black God) and Engai 
Nanyokie (Red God). Engai Narok is benevolent; but Engai Nanyokie is 
vengeful. 


Maasai Man 
Wikipedia article on the Maasai 
copied June 16 , 2010 


Here is a clear representation of early postdiluvian theology of a sort 
that Noah would have recognized or at least understood. Sharing with the 
Amerindian protoplast locations both near the Caspian Coast and later on 
the southern coast of the Persian Gulf, ancestors of the Masai would have 
viewed the Amerindians as definitive aliens associated with certain 
hostilities. Their own leader Madai was comparatively mild as the human 
original of Iranian Ahura Mazda. But Magog, Japheth's red son, could very 
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well have been violent, depicted as Rudra and Hurricano, the human 
"Hurricane." Magog conceivably shared in the Ishkurship of Yahweh-- God 
as Just Avenger. In any case the Masai viewed themselves as a black 
people threatened by red people. 


Maasailand 
from Wikipedia article on the Maasai 
copied May 9, 2010 


The eight Iranian regions overlap the original land claims at Persia and 
Elam and represent an expansion of that empire by a net six lands to make 
up a total of fourteen. Meanwhile Peleg-Lugalannemundu was re-claiming 
the original eight as his own empire. Before declaring himself "King of 
Kish," he began his reign at Adab, a city with a curious resemblance of 
name to Atab, Japheth's First Kish name. Because the Iranian locations 
were now Claimed by Japheth's primary vassals, a new principle of interplay 
between Peleg and Japheth is indicated. That relationship is all the more 
apparent because the primary Japhethite septad includes Peleg's father 
Eber (Tubal) and brothers Joktan (Meshech) and Tiras but excludes him to 
give Peleg an independent, complementary value of his own. 

Because Joktan forms a set of fourteen with his thirteen vassals, we can 
consider whether he played a role in the Dynasty III period in coordinating 
the empires of Peleg and Japheth. In Hallo's third "generation" of the 
period, a ruler named Lugal-Kitun appears at Uruk-Ur. Perhaps the 
distinguishing name is a Sumerian variation on Joktan's Semitic and Altaic 
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name Khitan. In the Iranian analysis, we have located Joktan-Meshech at 
Aria at the head of the Altaics. Aria lies in the northeastern corner of the 
overall fourteen locations opposite the southwestern corner of Sumer. 
Again some kind of deliberate dyad is at work here; and we would assume 
that it arose out of the dyad of fallen Aratta and victorious Uruk. If Lugal- 
Kitun is Joktan-Meshech, he has duplicated in Dynasty III his role as 
Meskiaggasher at Uruk in Dynasty II. Both names Meskiaggasher and 
Lugal-Kitun are Sumerian; but the first name carries a Japhethite 
implication and the second a Shemite implication. The shift from Dynasty II 
to Dynasty III is somehow symbolized by these two names of the same ruler. 

As for the thirteen vassals of Joktan, we have already seen that the 
Dynasty III ruler Lugalmu at Kish easily accounts for the curious name of 
Joktan's first vassal Almodad. An acute, functional pattern emerges when 
we notice that Shem reigns as Tata of Awan in Hallo's second "generation"; 
Joktan as Lugal-Kitun, in the third; and Almodad as Lugalmu, in the fourth. 
The implication is that Shem first established a claim over the Altaics 
before commissioning Joktan-Meshech as a vassal of Japheth to govern 
them at Aria. Almodad took the name "Shem Is My King" to appropriate a 
share in control of the Altaics before traveling to Aria to join his feudal lord 
Joktan in order to prepare the Altaics to cross over into Arabia in the 
Dynasty IV period of Sargon. We can expect to find the same three-part 
process at work implicitly throughout the Dynasty III period. 

According to this process, Arphaxad I reigned at Awan as 
Shushuntarana where he established authority over the Sino-Tibetans. 
From there he sent Javan to govern them in Persia. He then followed Javan 
to Persia while adopting his identity as Joktan's vassal Hadoram to prepare 
the Sino-Tibetans for Arabia. His son Obal functions as the Joktanite vassal 
assigned to the six Hamitic divisions under Gomer in Luristan or northern 
Elam. Obal's firmly established identity as the Arabian sun god Hobal and 
Sumerian Utu son of Nanna at Ur have given him authority over the Upper 
(South) Egyptians to guide them to the Red Sea if not Upper (South) Egypt. 

The Joktanites number thirteen although the Iranian colonies call for 
only eight governors. These numbers clearly indicate that the process 
omitted Joktan's five female vassals, Inanna-Uzal and the Mahadevi tetrad 
at the close of the list. The remaining Joktanites available for the Iranian 
service are Sheleph, Hazarmaveth (Mot), Jerah (Athtar), Diklah (Salah- 
Marduk) and Abimael (Enmerkar). In solving the problem of which of these 
took which governorships, we can consider Marduk's role, for example, at 
the close of the epic when he creates humankind by pouring Kingu's blood 
abroad. Although the metaphor of Kingu's blood applies to the entire body 
of Aratta exiles, it may have particular significance for one of the colonies. 
Similarly we can ask which of the governorships pertains most readily to 
Abimael-Enmerkar's role in conquering Aratta at the head of an army of 
Sumerians. Another consideration is Diklah-Salah's identity as Ugaritic Bull 
El, father of Mot-Hazarmaveth and Jerah-Athtar. All of these logical 
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materials can be brought to bear on the question of which Joktanite brought 
which exilic protoplast from which Iranian colony into Arabia after 2248. 

In a particular sense, Marduk's "blood of Kingu" refers to the 
Amerindian stock of his enemy Tiamat-Mahadevi and her son and ally 
Peleg-Kingu. Peleg's relationship to the Amerindian stock is embodied in 
the Iroquoian linguistic stock named for him as Irra (or Iraq), Semitic 
version of the Sumerian fire god Nergal. The Iroquoian stock complements 
the Algonquian, who take their name from Peleg's heir Rue-Sargon. 
Therefore we gather that Diklah-Salah-Marduk became the Arabian 
governor of the Amerindians after Gether-Hishur established their authority 
at Awan and Japheth's red son became their Iranian governor in Hyrcania. 

The flanking positions of Media and Parthia on either side of Hyrcania 
suggests that the Arabian governors assigned to the exilic stocks at these 
two locations were Diklah-Salah's son Hazarmaveth-Mot and Jerah-Athtar. 
Thus the Black Africans under Madai in Media were led to the Arabian 
coast of the Persian Gulf by Jerah after 2248. His brother Hazarmaveth 
became the leader of Elamo-Dravidians under Tubal-Eber in Parthia before 
that year. In the case of Meshech-Joktan, he became leader of the Altaics in 
Aria as Japhethite governor before handing the stock over to his first vassal 
Almodad as Arabian governor. These activities could not have taken place 
until he completed his reign as Lugal-Kitun in Sumer and Almodad's as 
Lugalmu. 

The Austronesians and kindred Austro-Asiatics remain to be placed in 
the Joktanite framework under some combination of Obal's son Sheleph and 
Joktan's son Abimael-Enmerkar. Sheleph gave his name (Hellenic Asklepius) 
to the Slavs, whose preoccupation with Japheth as Svarog suggests the 
Austro-Asiatics under Japheth-Lak in Elam. Process of elimination makes 
Enmerkar the Arabian governor of the Austronesians handed over to him by 
Japhethite Tiras in Drangiana. Therefore we conclude that Enmerkar's 
conquest over Aratta came to focus in the Austronesian protoplast located 
there. The full sweep of the three-point process governing the exilic stocks 
can be outlined as follows: 


Authority over the Black Africans in Media: 

King at Awan: Hishur (Gether) 

Iranian Governor in Media: Madai 

Arabian Governor: Jerah (Athtar son of Salah-Bull El) 


Authority over the Amerindians in Hyrcania: 
King at Awan: Napilhush (unidentified) 

Iranian Governor in Hyrcania: Magog 

Arabian Governor: Diklah (Salah-Bull El) 


Authority over the Elamo-Dravidians in Parthia: 
King at Awan: Kikku-siwe-tempti (Riphath) 
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Iranian Governor in Parthia: Tubal 
Arabian Governor: Hazarmaveth (Mot son of Salah-Bull El) 


Authority over the Altaics in Aria: 

King at Awan: Tata (Shem) 

Iranian Governor in Aria: Meshech (Joktan) 
Arabian Governor: Almodad 


Authority over the Austronesians in Drangiana: 
King at Awan: Peli (Peleg) 

Iranian Governor in Drangiana: Tiras 

Arabian Governor: Abimael (Enmerkar) 


Authority over the Sino-Tibetans in Persia: 
King at Awan: Shushuntarana (Arphaxad I) 
Iranian Governor: Javan 

Arabian Governor: Hadoram (Arphaxad I) 


Authority over the Austro-Asiatics in Elam: 
King at Awan: Luh-ishan (Japheth) 

Iranian Governor: Japheth 

Arabian Governor: Sheleph 


Authority over the Upper (South) Egyptians in Luristan: 
King at Awan: Ukkutahesh (Noah-Nun of Hermopolis) 
Iranian Governor: Gomer (Llyr) 

Arabian Governor: Obal 


In first listing the kings of Awan, I assigned Uralics and Georgians to 
Noah-Ukkutahesh and Hishur-Gether rather than to the Upper (South) 
Egyptians and Black Africans indicated here. Noah and Gether shared in 
common an early place in the First Kish Dynasty. As Gaur Gether heads the 
First Kish section of the Sumerian King List; Hallo places Noah, as Etana, at 
the head of his First Kish chronology. By giving the two something in 
common, these facts from First Kish suggest why they may have shared a 
distinct role in Dynasty III as givers of authority to two radically different 
stocks rather than one. At first glance the Upper (South) Egyptians had 
little or nothing to do with Uralics and Black Africans nothing to do with the 
Caucasians. But then we recall that Noah settled after the Uruk-Aratta war 
in Colchis along with his mulatto children by Kali, Asir-Absyrtos and Isa- 
Medea, members of the Egyptian Great Ennead. 

The colonization of Iran and preparation for the colonization of Arabia 
were the chief works of the Noachic elite in the Dynasty III period. We can 
return to Hallo's chart of the period to determine how the distribution of 
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power in Mesopotamia was supporting this Iranian work. The contrasting 
philosophies of Kalbum and Peli -- Sidon and Peleg -- concerning linguistic 
unity and diversity set the scene for a process in which diversity was going 
into exile and Mesopotamians were experiencing a new degree of linguistic 
unity. By ruling at Kish and Awan at the start of the period, Sidon and Peleg 
secured their opposed philosophies appropriately within and outside 
Mesopotamia. 

After moving immediately from Awan to Adab, Peleg attempted to 
establish the principle of diversity with Mesopotamia by re-claiming the 
lands originally claimed by the eight Flood survivors when each of them 
represented a radically different language. In contrast the principle of 
Sumerian unity was confirmed in a distinctive way by Uma, original 
claimant to Sumer in the name of the Sumerian language. We have seen 
that Uma was proliferated in Sumerian tradition as though she were the 
different goddesses Ningal, Nanshe and Nammu. A case can be made that 
she carried a total of eight different Sumerian identities as though to 
supplant the eight Flood survivors in an attempt to establish the premise 
that her Sumerian tongue was the one universal language promised by her 
son-grandson Sidon in the "spell of Nudimmud." 

Not only can we make a case for eight different identities of Uma but we 
can distribute these identities over the cities of Sumer and Akkad: 


Damkina Uma as specious wife of Enki-Sidon and mother of 
Salah-Marduk. A conception possibly oriented to Enki's seat 
at FEridu. 


Nammu Uma as the goddess celebrated in Ham's name 
Ur-Nammu at Ur. 

Ningal Uma as mother of Inanna and Utu by Nanna-Arphaxad I 

at Ur but transferred to Uruk by the cult of Inanna there. 

Nanshe Uma as fish goddess identified with Heth Ur-Nanshe at 
Lagash. 

Bau Uma as chief cult goddess of Umma, founded by her. 

Ninlil Uma as diluvian wife of Ham in a context at Nippur 


where Ham was the original Enlil as founder of the 
Semitic stock. 
Ku-Bau Uma as female "king" at Kish in the Dynasty III period. 
Kishar Uma as diluvian wife of Ham (Anshar) in the Marduk Epic 
at Agade. 


This proliferation of Uma amounts to a Sumerian national cult 
transcending while preserving the individual city states in the Dynasty III 
period. 

The Sumerian King List claims that Ku-Bau "made firm the foundations 
of Kish." At this point in history what would the "foundations of Kish" 
consist of? We need to test the assumption that these "foundations" are part 
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of a larger process in which Mesopotamia responded to the colonization of 
Iran. Uma related closely to the Iranian colonies if only because she was the 
mother of Japheth, feudal lord of all the Iranian governors. But what does 
an extrapolation of all her Mesopotamian personae through the eight 
colonies mean? These associations obviously complemented Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu's renewed claim on the original eight lands named in his 
inscription. Ku-Bau reigned in Hallo's sixth "generation," relatively late in 
the Dynasty III period as though finishing what Peleg had begun in the 
second "generation." 

As a goddess in seven of the eight cases, Uma added a new element to 
the colonizing process of the Dynasty III period. The three-point process we 
have just reviewed becomes increasingly concrete as it progresses. The 
kings at Awan presumably remained there during their reigns and dealt 
with the various Iranian colonies only through intermediaries. Faced with 
the task of emigration after 2248, the Arabian governors worked more 
closely with the Iranian stocks than did the local governors. Uma's array of 
local cults, confined to Mesopotamia, was more abstract than the other 
three steps but no less important. Her task was to add a theocratic sanction 
to each colony as complement to the political sanction supplied by the kings 
of Awan. Mesopotamia remained the seat of theocracy in keeping with 
Japheth's principle of atum or "totality" based on the strict functional unity 
of Noah's family in the first thirty years after the Flood. Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu revived the tradition of the eight lands established in 
those thirty years; and Uma followed suit by "making firm the foundations" 
of the primary cities of Sumer as a theocratic reality governing the world 
and now extending fully into Iran. 

All three of Uma's "sisters" in the Mahadevi tetrad had already 
established realms in Iran, Kali in Iran, Durga in Persia and Mahadevi in 
Gutium. All three had parlayed these realms into their share in the Aratta 
rebellion also centered in Iran. Uma was the only member of the tetrad not 
to share in the rebellion. She now reaped her reward by claiming the 
Iranian colonies -- and by extension the entire world outside Mesopotamia -- 
for her own Sumerian theocracy. This reality has always prompted me to 
think of the Dynasty III period as the "Sumerian golden age" prior to the 
rise of East Semitic Sargon. When 19th century scholars discovered the 
Sumerians and broke down their exclusively Semitic explanation of 
Mesopotamia based on the Babylonians and Assyrians, they echoed Uma's 
effort to "make firm the foundations" of the Sumerian theocracy. This 
perspective explains why her son-grandson Sidon-Enki could be so 
emphatic in declaring the impending world unity of language. Power 
centered in Sumer and Akkad made Sumerian the theocratic lingua franca 
of world power -- as the "spell of Nudimmud" puts it, "for the debates 
between lords and princes and kings." Taking the title of "king" as Ku-Bau, 
Uma entered into the political arena where these "debates" were to occur 
but only because Sumer was a land of established gods and goddesses. 
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As Nanshe, the fish goddess at Lagash, Uma established a connection 
with the maritime enterprise which Waddell attributes to Ur-Nanshe and 
his dynasty. That enterprise, according to Waddell, came to focus in the 
Indus Valley. The nearest of the Iranian colonies to the Indus was 
Drangiana with its exilic Austronesians bound for the island world of 
Pacific Oceania. Ninlil, wife of Enlil (CUSH), was the chief goddess of Kali's 
city of Nippur, suggesting the sanction applied to the Black Africans. A 
correlation between Uma's Sumerian identities and the Iranian colonies can 
be outlined as follows: 


Ninlil ("Lady Wind") 
Black Africans 
Chief goddess of Nippur, the city 
founded by black Kali (Sumerian 
Dumuzi-abzu). 


Kishar 
Amerindians 
Uma as Ham's wife in the Marduk 
Epic dominated by Marduk-Salah, 
he Arabian governor (Diklah) of the 
Amerindian stock. 
Ningal 


Elamo-Dravidians 
Mother of Inanna, chief goddess of 
Tubal-Gilgamesh's city Uruk. 
Ku-Bau 
Altaics 
Restorer of Kish, the city founded 
by Shem-Tata of the Altaic Tata Mongols. 
Nanshe 
Austronesians 
Fish goddess proper to the sign of 
the Fish in the Cernunnus Panel and 
its preeminently Oceanic people, the 
Austronesians. Ur-Nanshe of 
Lagash the founder of a dynasty 
known for maritime colonial activity. 
Bau 
Sino-Tibetans 
The chief goddess of Umma, 
bearing a name possibly cognate with that of 
Bautae or Tibetans. 
Nammu 
Austro-Asiatics 
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A goddess with a name resembling 
that of the chief Austro-Asiatic people the 
Annamese or Vietnamese. 


Damkina 
Upper (South) Egyptians 
The specious wife of Enki-Sidon, 
the Egyptian wisdom god Ptah, 
chief ideologue of Egyptian culture. 


It was in the Dynasty III period that the Noachic world theocracy 
reached its full definition. For better or for worse, circumstances made it 
what it was. The Sumerian linguistic stock profited more than any other 
people from the outcome of the Uruk-Aratta war. Because Sumer had been 
claimed by Uma, the theocracy came to focus in a goddess rather than a 
god. Genesis 10 names just eight sons of Uma: by Noah, Shem, Japheth and 
Ashkenaz; by Ham, Put and Canaan; by Canaan and incestuously by 
Canaan's son Sidon; by Shem's son Arphaxad I, Obal (Utu); and by Eber, 
Joktan. This last maternity arose as complement to Peleg's birth by 
Mahadevi. The great power exercised by these two sons of Eber arose from 
the way they duplicated the maternities of Shem and Ham. 

The white sons of Japheth and Shem -- Madai and Mash -- were born by 
their sister-wife Anath as they avoided mother-son incest of the sort that 
resulted in Sidon. As an ogdoad, Uma's elite sons added still another 
dimension to the completed theocracy of these times. They correlate with 
the original ogdoad of the eight lands re-claimed by Peleg- 
Lugalannemundu. Japheth and Shem accounted for their original claims to 
Syria and Akkad. Ham's claim to Martu (Uz) passed over to Uma's son 
Canaan; and Uma's own Sumer, to her son-grandson Sidon. Mahadevi's 
Gutium passed to Ashkenaz, the dominant Yarlagan of the Guti. As mate of 
Arphaxad I and mother of Inanna and Obal, Uma-Ningal shared in 
Arphaxad's Sino-Tibetan stock and Persia, Durga's original claim. Noah's 
Altaic Subir passed to Joktan as source of the Far Eastern Khitans. We are 
left with Ham's son Put and Kali's Elam. If more were known about Put, 
this obscure relationship would come into clearer light. 

This interweaving of relationships converging on Uma helps to explain 
why her Caucasoid race has been so dominant in the creation and 
maintenance of world civilization especially since the Christian Church took 
root in Europe. From the outset Uma and her son Shem claimed the two 
regions of Mesopotamia, a land destined by natural advantage to function 
as the primary center of world civilization. From this overall perspective, L. 
A. Waddell arrived at his half truth of Aryan supremacy in Makers of 
Civilization in Race and History. Uma and Shem supplied the race and their 
Mesopotamia the history. 
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Uma and Shem come to focus in the late Dynasty III period just before 
the rise of Sargon caused a shift of Caucasoid history to Europe. Shem is 
not only Sargon's antagonist at Uruk but also Ku-Bau's son Puzur-Sin at 
Kish. In the sixth "generation" Ku-Bau is followed in the seventh and eighth 
by a son Puzur-Sin and grandson Ur-Zababa.The name Puzur-Sin recurs in a 
Gutian ruler, son and successor of Hablum, a perfect Gutian rendering of 
Ham's Cushite name Havilah. If we take the Gutian Puzur-Sin for Shem, this 
pairing of Shem and Ham anticipates their appearance together as 
Melchizedek and Bera in the Amorite-Canaanite west. Interplay between 
Gutian Iran and the Amorite west is an explicit theme of Genesis 14 where 
four kings in Iran demand the vassalage of five in the west. The case for 
Shem's identity with Gutian Puzur-Sin increases the likelihood of Shem's 
being the son of Ku-Bau at Kish in the Dynasty III period. 

Puzur-Sin is located in Hallo's seventh generation after which Shem 
appears as Lugalzaggesi at Umma in the eighth. These two reigns in 
immediate succession at the end of Dynasty III echo Peleg's two in 
immediate succession as Peli of Awan and Lugalannemundu at Awan. The 
two sequences coordinate the political stance of these two devotees of the 
principle of linguistic diversity. The Iranian colonies with their polyglot 
array from fallen Aratta figure as one result of their dominance. Because 
the Dynasty III period was assigned by the pendulum swing to the Shem- 
Noah-Peleg cause, the coordination at the start and close reveal a desire to 
make the most of a limited opportunity. Noah joined this action as 
Ukkutahesh of Awan and Ukush, Shem's predecessor at Umma. Thus this 
faction of three leaders was doing all they could as though they knew that 
disaster was coming after the next epoch began in 2248. 

It was in this context that Shem-Lugalzaggesi's attack on the Ningirsu 
cult at Lagash took place. Shem realized that Ninurta-Ningirsu was the god 
of his fifth heir Reu, soon to become his greatest enemy Nimrod-Sargon as 
East Semitic emperor of Mesopotamia. Just why Reu-Sargon became such 
an enemy has not yet been explained; but it must have some relationship to 
the contrast between the Ishkurship -- cult of Yahweh shared by Shem, 
Noah and Peleg -- and Nimrod's Ninurtaship. The attack on the Ningirsu 
cult implies an effort to overthrow that theological preference in 
anticipation of the new era in 2248. 

A likely explanation is that Shem demanded that all his heirs, not just 
Peleg, worship God as Yahweh according to his concept of the Ishkurship. 
Nimrod's refusal precipitated the events before and after 2248. The worship 
of Yahweh implied linguistic diversity for the same reason that Moses' 
Israel, trained in the Law, maintained its separate identity and drew on its 
linguistic culture to compose the Bible. In contrast the Ninurtaship 
correlates with relatively obscure divine El Gibbor, the God of Strength. 
When Nimrod declared his devotion to the Ninurtaship instead of the 
Ishkurship, he was declaring his reliance on military prowess rather than 
righteousness to carry the day. The result was an empire created by force. 
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Chapter Eleven 
The Akkadian Empire 2248-2188 


Despite being heirs of Shem in Genesis 11, the three chief Akkadian 
emperors are excluded from the Genesis 10 system. This exclusion is all the 
more noteworthy because the three complete an objective septad of heirs 
starting with Arphaxad I and ending with Nahor (Naram Sin). This 
circumstance suggests that a system of septads preexisted the rather 
asymmetrical system surviving in Genesis 10. That extant system clearly 
aggrandizes Japheth and Joktan, precisely the Utu and Meskiaggasher who 
founded the Eanna Dynasty. The clear implication is that the extant system 
resulted from the Eanna victory in the Uruk-Aratta war. It replaced a 
symmetrical system consisting entirely of septads. The earlier system 
consisted of nine septads, 63 distinct persons without duplications. These 
nine septads correlate with the Egyptian Great Ennead, suggesting an 
origin beginning with the primary colonization era in 2368. 

The earlier system can be outlined as follows: 


Imperial Clan: Arphaxad I Shem's first heir 
Salah Shem's second heir 
Eber Shem's third heir 
Peleg Shem's fourth heir 
Reu (Sargon) Shem's fifth heir 
Serug (Manishtushu) Shem's sixth heir 
Nahor (Naram Sin) Shem's seventh heir 


Diluvian Clan: Noah Flood survivor 
Shem Flood survivor 
Ham Flood survivor 
Japheth Flood survivor 


Sheba (Durga) Flood survivor 

Havilah (Mahadevi) Flood survivor 

Jobab (Uma) Flood survivor [Ophir-Kali 
excluded] 


Hamite Clan: Ophir (Kali) mother of Cush 


Cush son of Ham and Kali 
Mizraim son of Ham and Durga 
Put son of Ham and Uma 
Canaan son of Ham and Uma 
Coeus son of Ham (Uranus) 
Crius son of Ham (Uranus 
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Japhethite Clan: Gomer 


Celtic Llyr; Slavic Dazhbog son of 


Svarog (Japheth) 


Magog 


traditional ancestor of Celtic Gaels; 


Stribog son of Slavic Svarog 


Madai 
Javan 
Caradoc 


Svarogich son of Slavic Svarog 
Bran son of Celtic Llyr 
son of Celtic Bran 


Philist Beli son of Celtic Mynogan (Mizraim) 


Caphtor 


Sidonian Clan: Elishah 


Tarshish 
Kitt 
Rodan 


Don daughter of Celtic Mynogan 


Agenor son of Poseidon and Libya 
Phoenix son of Agenor 

Cadmus son of Agenor 

Danaus son of Belus (Salah) son of 


Poseidon and Libya 


Aegyptus 
Zud 
Anam 


Canaanite Clan: Sidon 
Heth 
Akurgal 
Sirim 
Barid-ishshu 
Aniarra 
Gamimla 


For these last four names, see L. A. Waddell's Makers of Civilization in 


Race and History, 113. 


son of Belus 
Susanowo son of Izanagi (Sidon) 
Amaterasu daughter of Izanagi 


son of Canaan 
son of Canaan 

son of Ur-Nanshe (Heth) 
son of Ur-Nanshe 

son of Ur-Nanshe 

son of Ur-Nanshe 
son of Ur-Nanshe 


Shemite Clan: Hamath Anath sister-wife of Bal (Shem) 
Uz son of Shem and Mahadevi 
Hul son of Shem and Kali 
Mash Math son of Bal and Anath 
Gether son of Shem and Durga 
Joktan Aram vassal of Shem; Car son of Atys 
(Eber) 
Tiras Tyrsenos son of Atys 


Noachic Clan: Ashkenaz son of Noah and Uma; Indian Vishnu 


Riphath 
Togarmah 
Sin 

Indian Lakshmi 


son of Noah and Kali; Indian Shiva 
son of Noah and Mahadevi 
daughter of Noah and Uma; 
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Arvad daughter of Noah and Kali; Indian 


Parvati 
Sabtah Ganesha son of Shiva and Parvati 
Zemar daughter of Noah and Mahadevi; Indian 


Ganga daughter of Himavan (Noah) 


Lunar-Solar Clan: Obal Utu son of Nanna (Arphaxad I) 


Uzal Inanna daughter of Nanna 

Almodad Orpheus son of Apollo (Obal) 

Sheleph Asklepius son of Apollo 

Hazarmaveth Mot son of Bull El (Salah) 

Jerah Athtar son of Bull El 

Abimael Enmerkar son of Meskiaggasher 
(Joktan) 


The significance of this scheme for the Akkadian Empire is its contrast 
with the extant Genesis 10 system in the context of the perennial conflict 
between linguistic world unity and diversity. We have seen that the extant 
system favors Japheth and Joktan as founders of the Eanna Dynasty, Hallo's 
Dynasty II. That dynasty resulted from a pendulum swing against First Kish 
Dynasty I established by Peleg as the embodiment of linguistic diversity. In 
that sense the extant system reflects the opposed ideal of linguistic unity, 
affirmed by the Bible as an essential historical fact. Although linguistic 
diversity prevailed, the cause of unity left a stamp on the world in some way 
consistent with the "spell of Nudimmud," the mysterious world-builder 
Sidon. The most logical way to interpret this stamp is to assume that the 
extant system aggrandizes Japheth and Joktan to compensate them for the 
loss of linguistic world unity. In that case the extant system actually 
confirms diversity; and the earlier system just outlined was created in the 
Tower of Babel era as a vehicle for achieving world unity. 

The Akkadian epoch in 2248 fell in line with another pendulum swing in 
favor of world unity. The Empire that resulted took its sanction from a 
notion of unity drawing on the Tower of Babel and Eanna eras. The new 
drive toward world unity took the form of deposing Shem-Lugalzaggesi and 
Peleg-Lugalannemundu and exiling them as far west as the Aegean in order 
to banish their commitment to diversity. The Akkadian emperors took up 
the cause of the older feudal system in which they had been members of the 
imperial septad. In effect they demanded to be recognized as imperial heirs 
to men such as Salah-Marduk and the world ruling Peleg. Their time had 
come to revive the original imperial septad. One of the traditions they had 
at their disposal was the Egyptian Great Ennead and its correlation with the 
nine clans just now outlined. 

Waddell's central theme is that the Akkadian emperors shifted their 
attention to Egypt and founded the Egyptian First Dynasty. That 
development arose logically out a structural commitment to the tradition of 
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the Great Ennead. But what bearing did that ennead have on a 
Mesopotamian empire established after 2248 and centering in the East 
Semitic linguistic stock? The Akkadian rulers, in effect, gave political 
recognition to three languages: Semitic, Sumerian and Egyptian. We can 
even correlate the three of them with these three linguistic stocks: Sargon- 
Reu as primary leader of the East Semites; Manishtushu as identified with 
the Egyptians as their first dynasty ruler Menes: and Naram Sin as closely 
identified with the lunar cult of Sumerian Ur. Our interpretive task is to 
determine how these three languages re-embodied the old ideal of linguistic 
world unity. 

The "spell of Nudimmud" states that the purpose of world linguistic 
unity would be for communication among world leaders. By 2248 East 
Semitic, Sumerian and Egyptian had all gained the status of universal 
linguae francae among leaders. Meanwhile the other linguistic stocks were 
being banished far from the centers of leadership. The tradition of the 
Great Ennead and nine correlative clans harmonized with this concept of a 
three-sided ruling class at the center of the world in Sumer, Akkad and 
Egypt. 

We have not yet considered whether the Great Ennead might be 
tripartite. The first two generations form the triad of Atum-Re, Shu and 
Tefnut. The third and fourth generations break down into sets of two and 
four but form triads vertically. Geb-Noah, Asir-Riphath and Isa-Arvad form 
the tight Colchian triad of Aeetes, Absyrtus and Medea. If we take Nut to be 
Uma, she forms a triad with her children Shem and Hamath-- Seth and 
Nephthys of the Ennead. A correlation between these triads and the three 
ruling languages seems at first to be more difficult to establish. 

The key to this correlation is that Shu, whatever his identity, is an air 
god equivalent to Enlil, chief god of the Sumerian nation. In this case 
Japheth-Atum-Re has given up his primary tie to the Egyptian language to 
yield to the Sumerian Shu-Enlil with the understanding that the entire 
Ennead-- and therefore the Egyptian third-- derives from him. The triad of 
Geb, Asir and Isa correlates with the Egyptian stock because Asir and Isa 
(Osiris and Isis) rank higher in the Egyptian pantheon than any other 
deities than the two sun gods. Nut, Seth and Nephthys tie in with the 
Semitic stock. In this context Seth-Shem retained his identity as chief of the 
Semitic stock. He and his sister-wife Hamath-Nephthys rank high in the 
Semitic tradition of Ugarit as Bal and Anath. Egyptian tradition treats Seth 
as an enemy because of the distinction and alienation of Semites and 
Hamites. 

In order to bring these triads to bear on the Akkadian emperors, we 
must first correlate the nine clans with specific members of the Great 
Ennead. Some of the relationships such as Japheth-Atum Re and the 
Japhethite clan are self-evident. Other instances are Geb-Noah and the 
Noachic clan and Shu with the Hamite clan whether we identify Shu-Enlil 
with Ham or his heir Cush. Particular importance attaches to the imperial 
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clan to which the Akkadian Emperors belonged; but the identity of this clan 
will be most clearly established by considering the full set of clans. Asir- 
Seba's high rank as "Amor" of the extant Canaanite clan suggests that he 
accounted for the original Canaanite clan in the Great Ennead context. 
Nephthys-Hamath's rank at the head of the original Shemite clan identifies 
her as Ennead correlative of that clan, freeing Seth-Shem to take command 
of his seven heirs of the imperial clan. 

As members of the imperial clan, the Akkadian emperors should have 
been acting as Shem's representatives; but that is exactly what they were 
not. They created their empire as enemies of Shem-Lugalzaggesi. Their 
relationship to the imperial clan and to Seth of the Ennead meant that they 
were supplanting Shem. Shem's pejorative Egyptian image as the hostile 
Seth of the Ennead suggests Akkadian propaganda at the time that Menes 
and Narmer left Akkadian Mesopotamia for Egypt at the head of the 
Hamitic stock. In effect they deposed both Shem and Shem's first four heirs 
preceding Sargon-Reu as fifth heir. They and Sargon divided the three great 
linguistic stocks among themselves as though Shem and the first four heirs 
had established definitive associations with the other five, banished stocks 
of humankind. 

That was their argument; but how could they give it plausibility? The 
answer must lie in the overall design of the nine clans and correlative Great 
Ennead. How, for example, did the original nine clans of the Tower of Babel 
era relate to the more ancient eight linguistic stocks? Somehow the three 
Akkadian rulers claimed to extract the great three stocks from the larger 
context of world languages. No doubt they made use of the "spell of 
Nudimmud" with its claim of elite linguistic unity. In effect the Semitic, 
Hamitic and Sumerian languages stood for imperial world unity; and the 
other five stocks for the fallen cause of diversity. Sargon could banish Shem 
and other members of the Noahic elite from Mesopotamia through a claim 
that they all reflected the defeated cause of linguistic diversity. 

The original linguistic ogdoad of Noah's family becomes an ennead by 
treating Upper and Lower (North) Egyptians as a Hamitic dyad. The 
Akkadian claim to the three dominant stocks derived from a strategy of 
excising the Nut-Seth-Nephthys triad from the Ennead and replacing it with 
themselves. As Uma Nut was the original claimant to the land of Sumer and 
therefore to the Sumerian linguistic stock. Shem-Seth accounted for the 
Semites. Nephthys-Hamath represented the Egyptians for the same reason 
that she appears in the Mizraim clan of extant Genesis 10 under the 
cognate name of the "Naphtuhim." In effect Sargon replaced Shem as head 
of the Semites; Manishtushu replaced Hamath-Naphtuh as head of the 
Hamites; and Naram Sin replaced Uma as head of the Sumerians. 

The cogency of their claim depends on justifying this excision on some 
plausible grounds. To explain this important coup, we can draw on its chief 
mythological account, the story of the overthrow of Zu (Shem) by Ninurta 
(Nimrod). A superficial objection to the direct application of the myth of Zu 
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to the rise of Sargon is that the relief sculpture of the Zu Bird dates from 
the reign of Ur-Nanshe, who came to power thirty years before Sargon. 


Zu as a lion-headed eagle 
Louvre Museum, Paris 
from Wikipedia article on the Myth of Zu 
copied June 18, 2010 


That objection overlooks the character of the myth as volitional rather 
than historical. Shem's overthrow by Nimrod-Ninurta was in the planning 
stage from the outset of Ur-Nanshe's reign.That is precisely why Shem- 
Lugalzaggesi attacked Lagash and destroyed the cult apparatus of the chief 
god there, Ningirsu-Ninurta. The Zu Bird and Ninurta were at odds from 
2278 forward. 

The design of the Zu relief is the ultimate griffin as though Shem took 
over the significance of the griffin armies after the Uruk-Aratta war. He had 
already established a powerful presence among the Hamites ("Lions") at 
Sippar in the First Kish order in 2338 as answer to the Tower of Babel 
scheme. If we view him as the supreme advocate for linguistic diversity, he 
expressed that motive by taking command of the Hamitic Lions with the 
eagle wings of the Semites. The Zu Bird design, in fact, reveals what have 
already seen in the Cernunnus panel: three lions, one at Shem's Sippar and 
the two ram-lions at Umma and Lagash. The Zu Bird's lion head represents 
the Hamitic community at Sippar; and it stands in dominance over the 
Hamitic communities at Umma and Lagash. The Zu Bird is a powerful 
Hamitic version of Shem destined to become the second Egyptian sun god, 
Amun Re of Thebes. 

In order to take command of the Semites and Hamites, the Akkadian 
emperors had to overthrow the alliance of those two peoples as embodied in 
the Zu Bird of Shem. Every detail of the primary Wikipedia account of the 
myth of Zu bears logically on the Shem-Nimrod revolution of the mid-23rd 
century: 
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Zu, also known as Anzu and Imdugud, in Persian and Sumerian, (from 
An, "heaven" and Zu "far," in the Sumerian language) is a lesser divinity of 
the Akkadian mythology, and son of the bird goddess Siris. He is also said 
to be conceived by the pure waters of the Apsu-gods and the wide Earth. 
Both Zu and Siris are seen as massive birds who canbreathe fire and water, 
although Zu is alternately seen as a lion-headed bird (cf: The Griffin). 

The Anzu was a servant of the chief sky god Enlil, guard of the throne in 
Enlil's sanctuary, (possibly previously a symbol of Anu), from whom Anzu 
stole the Tablet 
of Destinies, so hoping to determine the fate of all things. In one version of 
the legend, the gods sent Lugalbanda to retrieve the tablets, who in turn, 
killed Anzu. In another, Ea and Belet-Ili conceived Ninurta for the purpose 
of retrieving the tablets. Inathird legend, found in the Aymn of 
Ashurbanipal, Marduk is said to have killed Anzu. 

The versions featuring Lugalbanda and Marduk-- the same second heir 
of Shem-- simply mean that conquest of the "Tablets of Fate" or Enlilship 
involved the Uruk-Aratta war as well as the rise of Sargon. As Lugalbanda 
Salah led the primary assault against Aratta; and as Marduk he overthrew 
Aratta. In this context the myth of Zu tells us what we already knew-- that 
Shem (Zu) joined in the Aratta alliance with his father Noah and loyal 
fourth heir Peleg. The role played by the "Apsu-gods" reinforces Noah's 
identity as Apsu of the Marduk Epic, ally of Shem-Mummu. 

The name "Imdugud" means "Rain Cloud Bird" and reinforces Shem's 
essential identification with the Ishkurship or storm principle of the divine 
name Yahweh. The name "Anzu" --"Far Heaven,"-- suggests that Shem had 
already adopted the worship of Noah heaven God El Elyon, adopted in 
particular after Noah death in Shem's role as Melchizedek. The bold 
Lagashite image of the Imdugud conveys an accurate impression of how 
Shem conducted himself between times of the Tower of Babel fiasco and his 
own downfall after 2248. The image complements the equally bold Stag 
Nature panel showing Shem's political disposition after the curse on 
Canaan and before the Tower of Babel when Shem controlled Semites and 
Indo-Europeans. Shem and Ham had become enemies; and the abortive 
Tower of Babel was Ham's scheme. In 2338, coincidentally with Peleg's rise 
to power, Shem took on the character of the Zu Bird by determining to take 
command of speakers of the Egyptian language, so badly misused by Ham. 
Japheth had fathered the Egyptians; Ham inherited them; and Shem took 
command of them to put Ham in his place. To accomplish this task, Shem 
somehow replaced his own Indo-Europeans with Hamites and combined 
them with Semites to establish a control beyond the reach of another Tower 
of Babel scheme. His griffin image symbolizes this resolve. 

But then his enemies usurped the same griffin image in the period of 
the Uruk-Aratta war. Apparently Shem's combination of Semites and 
Hamites slipped out of his hands after 2308 when the Eanna regime came 
to power. That loss of authority reached a new stage at the next such 
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pendulum swing in the Akkadian epoch of 2248. To recognize Shem in 
hapless Mummu of the Marduk Epic is sufficient to realize how the 
Akkadians conceived of him as thoroughly defeated. The Lagashites who 
crafted the Imdugud relief, however, could not forget the authority he once 
wielded. An obvious reason is that Heth-Ur-Nanshe established the 
Lagashite dynasty in the period from 2278 to 2248 when the pendulum 
swing favored Shem's faction. The Lagashite image suggests that Shem 
succeeded in reviving his version of a Hamite-Semite alliance in that period. 
The image speaks for itself; but we can question what form this alliance 
actually took in the Dynasty III period. 

The analogy between Shem and his mother Siris suggests that Shem 
and Uma formed a powerful alliance in 2278. Even though Uma had 
originally claimed Sumer, her character as a "massive bird" implies that she 
had now cast her lot with the Semites, perennially symbolized by the bird 
image. From some base of operation, Shem and his mother identified with 
the Semites and exercised strict control over the Hamites represented by 
the two lions under the feet of the Imdugud. It is remarkable how tenacious 
birds can be when they settle on the shoulder of an owner or some other 
object. Eagles no doubt possess a full measure of this tenacity. Shem 
expressed this tenacity when he destroyed the Ningirsu cult at Lagash; and 
Lagashite art suggests that he achieved this iconoclastic end after renewing 
his control of Semites and Hamites in addition to the Sumerians he 
governed at Umma as Lugalzaggesi. 

What can we make of the fire and water breathed by Zu and Siris in the 
Wikipedia account? Fire and water are the two great destructive elements 
wielded by God in the destructions of the antediluvian world and 
postdiluvian Sodom and Gomorrah. In the form of lightning, fire 
complements rain in the Ishkurship proper to Shem from the beginning of 
our account of him. To breathe fire and water is to express the destructive 
wrath of God in keeping with the record of Yahweh in dealing with the 
enemies of Israel. Somehow Shem and Uma united in the Dynasty III period 
to bring the wrath of God to bear on the world of that time. The destruction 
of the Ningirsu cult became the focal point of this effort; but the effort 
belonged to a larger context involving Semites and Hamites as well as the 
Sumerians of Lugalzaggesi's Umma. 

Not only was Uma-Siris the founder of Umma; but that city, as well as 
Lagash, hosted Hamites in the First Kish Dynasty I. Can we assume that 
Hamites either remained there or returned there by the Dynasty III period? 
If so, the Akkadian emperors sought to colonize Egypt precisely to rid 
Mesopotamia of a presence which had threatened them before the rise of 
Sargon. 

The alliance of Shem and his mother depended on ancestors of the 
Upper (South) Egyptians in particular, hence their pantheon identities as 
Amun Re, Seth and Nekhebet, all located in Upper (South) Egypt. If Uma 
identifies with Ku-Bau, we can place her at Kish in the Dynasty III period 
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when Shem-Lugalzaggesi was located at Umma. The two exchanged places 
in respect to their original land claims with Shem in Uma's Sumer and Uma 
in Shem's Akkad. Given these locations, we can picture a standoff between 
ancestors of Upper and Lower (North) Egyptians schematically: 


Kish Agade 
Upper (South) Egyptians Lower (North) Egyptians 
under Uma-Siris under Sidon-Ea 
(Egyptian Nekhebet) ( Egyptian Ptah) 
LION 
Umma Lagash 
Upper (South) Egyptians Lower (North) Egyptians 
under Shem-Zu under Ur-Nanshe-Heth 
(Egyptian Seth) (Egyptian Ha) 


When the Akkadians came to power, one of their goals was to bring 
peace to Mesopotamia by ridding the landing of warlike Hamites, the lion 
race. According to Sumerian historians, the Dynasty III period was 
disrupted by on-going wars between Lagash and neighbors such as the 
Ummaites. One suspects that that this record is just part of the Dynasty III 
conflict between Upper (South) Egyptians under Shem and Lower (North) 
Egyptians under Ham's grandsons, Sidon and Heth. Because the Akkadians 
took Agade as their capital, we can assume that Nimrod-Sargon's overthrow 
of Shem made use of the Lower (North) Egyptians at that city. In that sense 
the rise of Sargon perpetuated the conflict between Upper and Lower 
(North) Egyptians. We can imagine that the Akkadian trio first gained the 
confidence of Lower (North) Egyptians at Agade by conspiring with Sidon 
there. They then settled the issue of the "Two Egypts" by overthrowing 
Shem and thus conquering the Upper (South) Egyptians at Umma. 

Semites were also involved in this revolution of power. In fact they 
appear to have taken the lead in the conflict leading up to Sargon's 
accession of power at the head of East Semitic Akkadians. One way to 
explain the importance of the last three imperial heirs of Shem at this time 
is that the first four heirs had already taken command of Semitic divisions 
in the Dynasty III period. The Akkadians took the god Marduk to heart, not 
just because he won the Uruk-Aratta war, but more particularly because he 
took command of the East Semites before they became Sargon's Akkadians. 
We can make a case that the other heirs-- Arphaxad I, Eber and Peleg-- took 
responsibility for three other Semitic divisions at this time. Arphaxad I's 
close association with Haran in Syrian Mesopotamia implies that he took 
charge of the North Semitic Aramaeans. Eber gave his name to the 
Hebrews as a by-product of commanding the West Semites in general. The 
weak link in this logic, so far, is that Peleg should have ruled ancestors of 
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the South Semites in the same period when he was governing Sumerian 
Adab as Lugalannemundu. The South Semitic Arabs were very clearly 
attached to Peleg's brother Joktan. 

The accession of Sargon meant the dominance of Semites in 
Mesopotamia and the banishment of Hamites to the Nile-- if the harsh word 
"banishment" applies to so attractive a homeland. Somehow the fifth, sixth 
and seventh heirs of Shem won such control over the Semites that Shem 
himself could be safely banished to the Aegean without their support. 
Logically they accomplished this end by promising to hand Mesopotamia 
over to Semites at the expense of Shem and the Hamites. The logic of the 
Imdugud image implies that Shem sought to maintain the "griffin" 
association of Semites with Hamites. To destroy his power the Akkadian 
emperors divided the two stocks by bribing the Semites to support them 
rather than Shem. 

Why had the "griffin" alliance meant so much to Shem? This alliance 
had worked against him at the time of the Uruk-Aratta war when five griffin 
armies defeated the alliance of Aratta. Apparently Shem's devotion to 
linguistic diversity led him to take charge of the Hamites to make certain 
that they and the Semites would remain separate peoples. An "Afro-Asiatic" 
affinity underlay this difference; and the principle of diversity could be 
undermined by their fusion as one stock. The Akkadian emperors played on 
their distinction by proposing to separate them in Mesopotamia and Egypt. 
Shem might have taken this course himself. Instead he maintained his 
character as the Imdugud by maintaining a dual control over the two 
peoples. True to the Ishkurship of his God Yahweh, he managed to impose it 
on the Imdugud dyad of Semites and Hamites. He destroyed the Ningirsu 
cult at Lagash to avoid the possibility that the reign of Yahweh Elohim 
might by overthrown in Mesopotamia through Ningirsu-Ninurta's alien 
principle of military force in abstraction from justice. Shem attempted to 
keep Mesopotamia from becoming the "land of Nimrod" and failed. If he 
had succeeded, Gentile Mesopotamia would have taken on a spiritual 
character akin to that later adopted by Israel. His defeat set the stage for 
the eventual alienation of Jew and Gentile. In that sense his erstwhile 
association of Semites and Hamites was analogous to the dual character of 
the Christian Church with the fundamental difference that Shem could 
maintain the spiritual integrity of these followers only by keeping the two 
nations separate. 

The rise of Sargon and banishment of Shem to the Aegean meant that 
the Gentile world would never again submit to the Yahweh Elohim of Shem. 
As the personal patriarch Nimrod, Sargon embodied the Ninurtaship. The 
spiritual character of this principle dominated Mesopotamia and, though it, 
the entire world. Military force became the ruling principle of the world and 
initiated what theologians call the "times of the Gentiles." Essentially a 
Gentile is an implicit devotee of Ninurta, the principle represented scantily 
in the Old Testament by the name El Gibbor, the God of Strength. 
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The original people of the Ninurtaship were Austronesians destined to 
inhabit Malaysia, Indonesia and Oceania. If Semitic dominance in 
Mesopotamia had followed theocratic precedent, the world would have 
been dominated by Elohim, the divine name identified by the Sumerians as 
their chief god Enlil. Significantly the Wikipedia article states that Anzu 
served as guardian over the sanctuary of Enlil. Shem's God was not merely 
Yahweh but Yahweh Elohim. That dyad was originally symbolized by the 
Semitic-Indo-European union displayed in the Stag Nature panel. The 
elimination of Indo-Europeans from the Imdugud dyad implies that they 
were replaced by the solar principle of the Egyptians symbolized by the Old 
Testament divine name Yahweh Sabaoth, "Lord God of Hosts." Thus the 
Imdugud image actually represents the Ishkurship of Yahweh in control of 
peoples assigned to Elohim (Semites) and Yahweh Sabaoth (Hamites). 

A fundamental difference separates the Utuship of the ancient 
Egyptians and the Ninurtaship of the Austronesians. The "Lord God of 
Hosts" combines military power with iconoclastic justice as in the future 
Christian Apocalypse. The Egyptian solar principle symbolizes millennial 
glory and its premise, resurrection of the elite Christian dead. This principle 
offends the world so deeply that most professing Christians are 
amillennialists, deniers of the future millennial kingdom. Significantly the 
Egyptians no longer exist but have been replaced in Egypt by Semitic- 
speaking Arabs. The traditional popularity of amillennialism reflects the 
implicit fact that the world is still dominated by the Ninurtaship that 
brought Sargon to power after 2248. The contrasting Utuship was first 
isolated on the Nile and then extinguished from a major role in the history 
of Gentile humankind. 

The possibility exists that Sargon made use of Austronesians in 
established his East Semitic power over Mesopotamia. This possibility can 
be tested by taking stock of the ethnology of humankind in and around 
Mesopotamia by 2248. First we have reason to believe that the Semites had 
been divided into four parts as were the Hamites. According to the Imdugud 
synthesis, Semites were stationed at the same four locations as the Hamites 
but under the local governorship of the first four heirs of Shem, acting as 
his agents as shown on the next page. We recall that three of these heirs 
appear as Shem-Teutates' horsemen in the Teutates panel of the 
Gundestrup Caldron. Because the panel describes an alliance poised to 
attack and sack Agade in the time of Naram Sin, we recognize that that 
alliance meant a revival of Shem's Imdugud alliance overthrown by Sargon 
some sixty years earlier. The eagle design shown here incorporates the 
swastika and represents the Semitic eagle linked to the muddled anti- 
Semitic tradition of the Nazis. The implicit butt of such modern anti- 
Semitism was the Akkadian Empire as target of Shem's attempt to recover 
Mesopotamia by means of the attack on Agade. Nazis targeted Jews 
because they had no clear understanding of the historical facts underlying 
the motives of their ancestors. As the Nordic Supremacist L. A. Waddell 
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showed in the pre-Nazi 1920s, the real butt of anti-Semitism at that time 
was an antipathy for the ancient Assyrians, East Semites akin to the 
Akkadians. Thinly veiled beneath the anti-Semitism of the 1920s was the 
ancient cause of Shem himself-- father of the Indo-Europeans and heir of 
the Semites-- alienated by his disgrace at the rise of Semitic Sargon. 


Kish Agade 
Aramaean North Semites Akkadian East Semites 
under Arphaxad I under Salah (Marduk) 
SWASTIKA 
Umma Lagash 
Hebrew West Semites Arab South Semites 
under Eber under Joktan 


As for the crossroads design of the Aryan swastika, it is probably an 
echo of the four locations symbolized by the Imdugud alliance of Semites 
and Hamites under Shem on the eve of Sargon's accession. Conveniently 
Waddell's anti-Assyrian form of anti-Semitism targets the name "Sargon" as 
the false imposition of an Assyrian name on the actual name Sharru-kin 
borne by the founder of the Akkadian Empire. Despite Waddell's attempt to 
prove otherwise, the actual Akkadian Empire was Semitic and forerunner of 
the Assyrian Empire. By adopting the eagle, the Nazis responsible for the 
image above have unwittingly declared the quasi-Assyrian Semitism of the 
Nazi cause! In every case the bird image is to early postdiluvian Semites 
what the lion is to the Hamites. In the context of other birds, the masterful 
eagle represents the dominant East Semites in the Akkadian heart of the 
original world order. Nazism simply represented the revival of the 
unaltered Gentile world order purged of Christianity by German apostasy. 

The hypothesis that Sargon made use of Austronesians must deal with 
our assumption that Austronesians took part in the third stage of the post- 
Aratta exilic plan by settling in Gangetic India. If Austronesians were 
temporarily held back in Mesopotamia for Sargon's use, we require an 
exilic chronology allowing for this stage before the stock left for India. We 
assume that the first, Iranian stage of the process began immediately after 
the Uruk-Aratta war prior to 2278. The Arabian stage logically coincided 
with the Dynasty III period while Ur-Nanshe and his Lagashites were just 
beginning to colonize India. In that case the Indian, third stage coincided 
with the first thirty years of the Akkadian period after 2248. If the 
Austronesians were held back in Mesopotamia, it could only have been in 
the early years after 2248 when Sargon had need of them. They were his 
instrument for gaining the upper hand in empire-building military might; 
and their command of the Ninurtaship made them the theocratic caste for 
that purpose. Shem-Lugalzaggesi's effort to destroy the Ningirsu-Ninurta 
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cult around 2248 meant an attempt to undermine Sargon's use of the 
Austronesians. 

This theory depends on dividing the Austronesian stock into four parts 
to distribute them at the same for cities as the Semites and Hamites. In this 
connection we note the Micronesian practice of naming the two chief 
islands of the Palaus "Babelthuap" and "Urukthapel." Because Genesis 
10:10 names Babel and Erech as the first two cities of Nimrod's "kingdom," 
we note that that kingdom was precisely Sargon's empire from its 
inception. Thus the Micronesians of the Palaus figure as one of the integral 
quarters of an Austronesian tetrad. Because the Polynesians are regarded 
as a linguistic offshoot of the Indonesians, the remaining three quarters of 
the stock can be identified as Malaysian, Indonesian-Polynesian and 
Melanesian. These distinctions are clear enough to justify the view that the 
stock once existed in quarters located as Semites and Hamites were in 
2248. 

We have placed Austronesians at the sign of the Fish and Rider in the 
Cernunnus panel, suggesting that a fish is the animal symbol of the 
Austronesians analogous to the Hamitic lion and Semitic bird. The early 
Christian symbol of the fish is a sign of converts from the Gentile world and 
therefore confirms that the Austronesian Ninurtaship has become the 
implicit theocratic orientation of Gentiles in general. The distribution of 
Austronesians suggests a cardinal array equivalent to the four cities of 
Hamites and Semites: Malaysians in the northwest, Indonesians in the 
southwest, Micronesians in the northeast and Melanesians in the southeast. 
However Genesis 10:10, echoed in the Palaus, suggests that the four 
Austronesian divisions were located at Babel (or Kish), Uruk, Agade and 
Calneh-Nippur. The positions of Uruk and Nippur relative to Kish and 
Agade do not submit readily to a cardinal model. 

If we place Uruk in the southeast, Nippur hardly represents the 
southwest. This problem can be resolved by identifying the black 
Melanesians of the southeast with black Kali's city of Nippur. In that case 
Uruk takes a formal southwestern value in keeping with the eventual 
position of the Indonesians. As a branch of the Indonesians, the Polynesians 
then settle in the Pacific west in keeping with Uruk's actual position farther 
west than the other three cities. The heavy Polynesian emphasis on Ham 
and his sons in the tradition of sky god Rangi implies that the sons of Ham 
took command of the Austronesians at these four locations after they had 
served as Ocean Dragon Kings on the coasts of Arabia in the Dynasty III 
period. That association offers a further explanation of why Narmer-- 
former Akkadian Naram Sin-- murdered the sons of Ham in 2181. The 
motive was to silence them from revealing a secret conspiracy between 
Sargon and Ham in sending his sons back from Arabia to Mesopotamia in 
2248. 

Cush logically ruled over the Melanesians at Nippur as the city of his 
black mother Kali. The best known of the Melanesians are the Fiji Islanders. 
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Mizraim's high popularity as Rangi's son Tangaroa places this yellow son of 
Ham over the Indonesia-Polynesians at Uruk. The Hellenes derive from 
Ham's son Put-Iapetos. The concentration of versions of Nimrod in the 
Hellenic traditions at Ionia, Rhodes and Chios indicates that Put ruled over 
the Micronesians at Sargon's immediate city of Agade even though this 
division of the stock memorialized Babel and Uruk. As ruler over Malaysian 
ancestors at Kish, Canaan drew the Mesopotamian city nearest his 
Amorites. The four Austronesian positions in 2248 can be outlined as 
follows: 


Kish ("Babel") Agade ("Accad") 
Malaysians Micronesians 
under Canaan under Put 

FISH 
Uruk ("Erech") Nippur ("Calneh") 
Indonesian-Polynesians Melanesians 
under Mizraim under Cush 


The Indo-Europeans also figure in this series of tetrads at the inception 
of the Akkadian Empire. We have seen Waddell's stress on the identity of 
Sargon with Sagara as though the Akkadian Empire were as Indian as it 
was East Semitic. The animal symbol of the Indo-Europeans was the stag 
duplicated both in the Stag Nature and Cernunnus panels to express the 
subordination of Semites to Indo-Europeans under the two storm gods Tar- 
Shem and Peleg-Perkuna (Teutates and Cernunnus). The identification of 
Sargon with Sagara places ancestors of the Indians at Agade in 2248. That 
location harmonizes by the role of India as host of the next exilic stage that 
year. 

The same emphasis on Sagara-Sargon implies that four divisions of the 
Indo-Europeans settled at the four cities of Nimrod-Sargon's Genesis 10:10. 
The Indo-European stock can be condensed into a tetrad by adding the 
Balts as a fourth Satem group distinct from the Slavs despite the perception 
of a Balto-Slavic stock combining both. The Slavs of Japheth-Svarog settled 
at this time in Japheth's city Uruk. In complementary fashion the Balts 
settled in Shem's Kish. The geographic location of the Balts on the eastern 
Baltic associates with that of the Finns, whose actual name in ancient times 
was Sitones, equivalent to Noah's name Siton or Dagan, father of Shem-Bal. 
This association is reinforced by Noah's presence in the Finnish pantheon 
as the forest god Ukko, a name cognate with Noah's identity as Sumerian 
Ukush. Thus the Balts are to Aliyan Bal-Shem what the Finns are to his 
father Noah-Dagan-Siton. 

Process of elimination locates the Iranians at Nippur-Calneh. Apparently 
the same association that identifies Iranian Madai with the black African 
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Maasai also placed them at the city of black Kali. This association seems 
ironic because Madai was clearly a fair-skinned Caucasoid. Apparently it 
arose from Japheth's diluvian marriage with Kali. In any case the Genesis 
10:10 disposition of the Satem Aryans in "Nimrod's kingdom"-- Sargon's 
empire-- was the Indians of Sagara at the capital Agade, Balts at Shem's 
Kish, Slavs at Japheth's Uruk and Iranians at Kali's Nippur. 

The local governors of these four colonies of Satem Aryans figure to be 
the first four imperial heirs of the Inanna Succession ending with Reu- 
Sargon. Eber's relationship to his mother Kali places him at her city Nippur. 
His paternity of the Apiru of Elam places his name in the southwest corner 
of Iran in keeping with the brief Iranian location at Nippur. Sargon-Sagara- 
Reu accounts for the Indian colony at Agade. Peleg's identity as the storm 
god Perkuna of the Baltic region places him at Kish as associate of his 
imperial successor Sargon-Reu. Peleg's identity with the storm cultus of 
Shem explains why he should of colonized Kish as was his earlier role as 
world ruler at Kish ninety years before 2248. Salah's location at Uruk arises 
from his role as champion of Uruk, Lugalbanda, at the opening of the Uruk- 
Aratta war. Salah's new role after 2248 may well explain the Indian echo of 
the Sumerian name Lugalbanda as "Locabanda." The entire system of 
Satem Aryans at this time caused the dominant Indians to identify with all 
of its parts. At the same time the dominant place of Agade in this scheme 
helps to explain why Lugalbanda should have become the chief Akkadian 
hero god Marduk. 


Kish Agade 
Balts Indians 
under Peleg (Bhrigu) under Reu (Sagara) 
tH] 
Uruk Nippur 
Slavs Iranians 
under Salah (Surya) under Eber (Tamas) 


The main task of the Akkadian emperors was to the reduce the multi- 
ethnicity of Mesopotamia despite their brief re-introduction of the 
Austronesians. Sargon's 56 years in the Sumerian King List meant that the 
emperors took two thirty-year eras to carry out this task between 2244 and 
2188. Full details of the overall colonization plan of the Noahic world will 
be given in the next chapter. Our task now is to explain how the four 
tetrads shown above related to "Nimrod's kingdom" at the time when 
Mesopotamia became the "land of Nimrod." One factor to account for is the 
tradition of Genesis 10:11 that Nimrod went north to found Assyria under 
the name of Shem's vassal Asshur. How does this creation of Assyria relate 
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to the Akkadian Empire and to the ethnic settkements we have just 
described? 

As East Semites the Assyrians reinforced the Akkadian presence at 
Agade, extending it farther north from a location already located well to the 
north of Sumer proper. This extension also meant a shift of focus to the 
Tigris in contrast with the Sumerian concentration around the Lower 
Euphrates. If the creation of Assyria occurred in the second of the two 
Akkadian eras between 2218 and 2188, it necessarily complemented 
whatever became of the Mesopotamian colonies of the first era. Notably the 
Assyrian cities named as a tetrad in Genesis 10:11 are all distinct from the 
city of Ashur which historians recognize as the core city of Assyria. What 
emerges from the apparent anachronism of 10:11 (without Ashur) is that 
these first four cities were originally ethnic colonies like the ones we have 
just described. After these colonies withdrew, they left East Semites to 
establish Ashur. 

In 2218 Sargon-Asshur left Agade in the hands of his heirs and 
established the four camps named in 10:11: Nineveh, Resen, Calah and 
Rehoboth-Ir. The task of these colonies was to concentrate four divisions of 
the Semitic linguistic stock preliminary to their final distribution in four 
regions as a Semitic bulwark against the Indo-Europeans who were waging 
war against the empire. Three of the four names in 10:11 represent the 
sons of Eber-Atys of the tradition implanted at the east end of the Aegean in 
Asia Minor. Resen coincides with the Etruscan's name for themselves, 
Rasena, equivalent to Tyrsenos son of Atys and Tiras vassal of Japheth. 
Calah represents Joktan's name Car, eponym of the Carians, as son of Atys. 
The final syllable of Rehoboth-Ir suggests Peleg-Lud-Lydos' name Irra, 
Akkadian counterpart to Nergal, fire god of the Sumerians. 

Sargon-Asshur himself took the camp at Nineveh in order to plant East 
Semitic ancestors of the Assyrians, close brethren of the Akkadian- 
Babylonians, in Akkad. Tiras settled Resen with the Aramaean Semites 
preliminary to their migration to the northwest to act as march land against 
Asia Minor and the Aegean where another branch of Tiras' people became 
Tyrsenoi and Rasena. Peleg-Lydos located at Rehoboth-Ir the West Semites, 
whose Canaanites remembered him as Resheph, god of destruction 
equivalent to Mesopotamian Irra-Nergal. Joktan-Car colonized Calah with 
ancestors of the South Semites destined to take his name in Arabia. 

The strategic purpose of the Assyrian Semites was to concentrate power 
against the Indo-Europeans now located in the Aegean as prelude to their 
concentration in the Danube Valley. The conflict between Shem and Nimrod 
now became a war between linguistic stocks, the Semites in the east and 
Indo-Europeans in the west. The conflict became open war in 2233 and 
lasted until 2218 if not later. The concentration of Nimrod's three 
identities-- Helius, Ion and Orion-- at the southwest corner suggests that 
Nimrod-Sargon got the better of it. The same conclusion can be drawn from 
the conventional scholarly view that Indo-Europeans of Europe originated 
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on the Danube as though Nimrod's forces drove them out of the Aegean. 
Anothern observation of this kind is that Semites have never inhabited 
Europe except the Moors in Spain in medieval times. The concentration in 
Assyria suggests that Nimrod determined to establish a permanent hold 
over Mesopotamia by locating the Semites there rather than spreading too 
thin in the Aegean War. 

We have seen that Nimrod-Sargon used Austronesians in his rise to 
power. This association arose from his biblical name Nimrod equivalent to 
Ninurta, god of the Ninurtaship proper to the Austronesians. The river 
name Sangarius in Phrygia suggests the most popular of the Austronesian 
gods Tangaroa. The modern Turkish name of that river, Sakarya, offers an 
alternative explanation by suggesting Sargon's Indian name Sagara. A 
synthesis of these two explanations of the river's name leads to the 
conclusion that Nimrod took on the name Tangaroa, otherwise referring to 
Ham's son Mizraim in the Austronesian context of the sons of Rangi-Ham. 
To put this another way, the Austronesians assigned the name Tangaroa to 
Mizraim in honor of Nimrod, who first bore that name among Austronesians 
at Agade where the Indians gave him the cognate name Sagara. For our 
purposes this explanation extends Nimrod's presence in Asia Minor to a 
fourth name Sangarius in Phrygia north and east of Orion's Chios. This 
reinforcement adds weight to the view that Sargon was deeply involved 
militarily in the Aegean, beyond the range assigned to him in by 
conventional scholars. 

The emerging picture is that by 2218 Indo-Europeans were retreating to 
the Danube while Austronesians held Asia Minor-Phrygia and Semites 
secured their hold on Mesopotamia. It should be recalled that the Hellenic 
pantheon of Europe resembles that of the Austronesians by featuring Ham 
as a Titan of the sky with six sons just as Austronesian Rangi is a version of 
Ham with the same six sons doomed to execution at Metelis of the Nile 
Delta in 2181, 37 years after 2218. These relationships suggest that 
ancestors of both Hellenes and Austronesians were present in the Aegean 
war at a time that Ham's sons were also present there. In fact the 
possibility exists that the sons of Ham reprised their Arabian roles as Ocean 
Dragon Kings on coasts of the Aegean at this time. Their task, in this case, 
was to serve Nimrod by leading different ethnic stocks, including 
Austronesians, to serve as the Akkadian force in the war of 2233-2218. 

Logic requires that the six sons of Ham approached within range of 
fatal Metelis by leading fractions of six ethnic stocks as an international 
force against ancestors of Aryan Europe. Five other stocks in addition to 
the Austronesians were Altaics, Sino-Tibetans, Amerindians and two others. 
The popularity of Tangaroa-Mizraim among the Austronesians implies that 
Mizraim son of Ham led a force of Austronesians to Phrygia. The 
Austronesian concept of Tangaroa as "Father of Islands" suggests that he 
then led them into the Aegean to attack the Indo-Europeans there. While 
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Nimrod reserved the Semites to defend Mesopotamia, he used fractions of 
the rest of the world to form his armed force in the west. 

The locations taken by these forces are given by the places where 
Nimrod's various names are recorded by tradition. For example the name 
Helius at Rhodes signifies the Egyptian solar principle and suggests that 
one of the sons of Ham led a contingent of Hamites destined for Lower 
(North) Egypt to that island. The Phrygia of River Sangarius-Sakarya 
indicates another such contingent as do the island Chios of Orion and Ionia 
of Ion son of Xuthus-Cush. Another instance is Libya where the name 
Nimrod itself appeared in pre-biblical times. The location of Aeolia north of 
Ionia and south of Phrygia suggests a sixth position although the Hellenic 
name Aeolus identifies with Ham's son Put rather than Nimrod-Reu-Sargon. 

The ethnic groups treated in this imperial fashion in the struggle 
between Sargon and Shem's Europeans can be pieced together along with 
their generals among the sons of Ham. The fate of these sons in 2181 
implies that Narmer-Naram Sin regarded them by then as traitors against 
the imperial cause as though they refused to attack the Europeans but 
contented themselves with settling their followers at the various colonies on 
the eastern side of the Aegean and Libya. The Ion-Xuthus tradition implies 
that Ionia was settled temporarily by a contingent of black Africans under 
Cush as complement to the white Egyptians of nearby Rhodes. In all 
likelihood, these blacks were speakers of Hamitic, sharing the same root 
language as the white Egyptians. The other three black African stocks-- 
Nilo-Saharans, Niger-Congos and Khoisans-- approached the African 
continent via the Lower Sea and had nothing to do with the imperial force 
in Asia Minor. 

Because Put-Aeolus is a wind god of the Hellenes, he shared in the 
Enlilship proper to the Semitic stock as though a body of Semites in Aeolia 
complemented the Hamites in Ionia and Rhodes to the south. 

Hellenic tradition bears testimony to the Aegean war in a distinctive 
way. Hellenic members of the Centum Indo-European stock eventually 
inherited the Aegean as part of Greece. The sons of Ham so dominate their 
tradition that they appear twice in the same synthetic pantheon, first as 
Titans and then as tribal eponyms -- Xuthus-Cush, his son Ion-Nimrod, 
Achaeus-Aka-Mizraim, Aeolus-Put and Dorus-Canaan. At a point in 
Thucydides' Peloponnesian War, we learn how two of the tribes were 
disposed in classical times. The Athenian Empire is in process in attacking 
Sicily at Syracuse after establishing a truce with the Spartan- 
Lacedaemonians of Peloponnese. The Athenian ambassador Euphemus 
speaks: 

We came here only to renew an old alliance, but the attack of the 
Syracusans compels us to speak of our empire and our right to it. The best 
proof of this the speaker [Hermocrates of Syracuse] himself furnished, 
when he called the Ionians eternal enemies of the Dorians. It is the fact; 
and the Peloponnesian Dorians being our superiors in numbers, and next 
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neighbours, we Ionians looked out for the best means of escaping their 
domination (Book VI, Section 82). 

The Ionians of Ion-Nimrod have become the people of Athens and its 
empire on the west side of the Aegean as well as the colonists of Ionia on 
the east side. Dorians of Canaan dominate Peloponnese south of Athens and 
Hellenic Sicily farther southwest. Thus this "eternal" conflict within the 
Hellenic world is based on a dyad of Nimrod-Ion and Canaan-Dorus. In the 
original Aegean war of early postdiluvian world, the East Semitic empire of 
Agade followed Nimrod-Sargon and took up a position to the east of their 
enemies the entire Centum Indo-European stock including the Hellenes. 

No matter how the Hellenic linguistic stock may have already been 
divided into tribes, the Ionians and Dorians of Thucydides' time have 
reproduced the conflict between Ion-Nimrod and his enemies in the original 
Aegean war. The east-west polarity of that war has been shifted westward 
from Ionia and the Aegean to Ionian Athens and Dorian Sicily. Canaan's 
tribe, the Dorians, have taken over the role originally belonging to the 
entire Centum Indo-European stock in opposition to Sargon's East Semitic 
Empire. The implication is that by the time of the original 
Aegean war, Canaan had become Shem's prime ally at the head of the 
Centum Indo-Europeans. 

That relationship of Canaan and Shem is reflected in the Titan section of 
Hellenic tradition where Canaan appears as the Titan Cronus and Shem as 
his "son" Zeus. This relationship also appears in Genesis 10 where Shem is 
the implicit representative of the "Jebusites" and, therefore, a "son" or 
vassal of Canaan. We have seen that the eleven members of the Canaanite 
clan divided the entire Indo-European stock into eleven divisions in the 
First Kish period just as they eventually divided West Semites of Palestine 
in later times. 


Chapter Twelve 
Distant Colonization 


Noah's family clearly intended to colonize the earth in orderly fashion 
when they began the process in 2368 by founding eight city states in 
Mesopotamia. Our interpretive issue is to discover what sort of systematic 


approach survived such events as the Tower of Babel in 2338, Uruk-Aratta 
War late in the century and conflict between Nimrod and Shem after 2248. 


For example, when Shem and his followers migrated from Mesopotamia to 
the Aegean as though in flight from Nimrod, had the Aegean already been 
singled out for colonization in the era beginning in 2248? Or was it the 
result of a casual breakdown of design under stress. Granted that the 
defeated populace of Aratta migrated as punished exiles, were the locals 
and times of their exodus predetermined apart from the war and its 
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outcome? We must strike the correct balance between design and the chaos 
to be expected from war. 

We can begin logically with Peleg's First Kish order in and around 
Mesopotamia immediately after the Tower of Babel event. Were the details 
of the design recorded in the Cernunnus Panel a makeshift or fully 
predetermined apart from the disaster at Babel? The biblical text of Genesis 
11 has given the impression that the dispersion of humankind was 
haphazard; but that conclusion is not necessarily required by the text. All 
that the passage proves is that the Tower of Babel and dispersion or 
colonization process followed in sequence. Another conclusion drawn from 
the self-limited biblical text is that Noah and his family were nothing but 
survivors. That conclusion is quite false for anyone who considers the logic 
of a world of nations in existence shortly after the Flood. This false 
conclusion has been maintained by rejecting the given chronology of 
Genesis 11 as a means of achieving what Cardinal Newman calls "intense 
vagueness." Our study is not based on a cowardly quest for "intense 
vagueness." 


OTHER BOOKS by JOHN D. PILKEY 


. ORIGIN OF THE NATIONS, 1984 

Dedicated to monogenetic interpretations of world mythology. 
Researched for over twenty years, the volume contains a wealth of 
archaeological and mythological material. Critiques of the work abound 
online 


. KINGSHIP AT ITS SOURCE, 2007 


Literate world history took shape during the course of the third 
millennium BCE chiefly in the Mesopotamian land of Sumer. There is a vast 
difference between the way secular scholars process this data and the way 
believers in the Bible can and should process it. By accepting at face value 
both the chronological perspective of the Bible and the high longevities of 
the Noahic patriarchs, biblicists can make sense of Sumerian data and 
revolutionize the image of world history at its source. To make good on this 
premise, it is essential to compare and match names from kinglists and 
mythological pantheons. What emerges from these comparisons is a set of 
fifty-four feudal and imperial aristocrats who created world civilization in 
their own image. Once these persons are known, world history loses its 
aura of randomness and anonymity and takes shape as a single, variously 
detailed story. [On Barnes & Noble. http://www.barnesandnoble.com; or, 
pdf copy obtainable from www.WeirdVideos.com. ] 
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3. A CONTINUOUS NARRATIVE OF EARLY POSTDILUVIAN HISTORY, 
2017 (Amazon Books) 

4. A POSTDILUVIAN TIMELINE , 2017 (Amazon Books) 

5. NOAH’S FAMIL SPEAKS, 2017 (Amazon Books) 


ALSO: 


NOAH’S ARK AND THE GENESIS-10 PATRIARCHS, 2014 by 
Ross S Marshall 

A Mono-mythological comparison of ancient pantheons and primer to 
Dr. John Pilkey’s Genesis-10 studies. This is a most unique and, I think, 
valuable book. The author and a few others came to the conclusion that the 
only place to find history where none was written as history was to look 
back to the mythologies of the Nations for clues. When the earliest family 
had extended lives and were probably larger than those of following 
generations, you would expect to see them be leaders, heroes, and finally 
"gods." The problem is determining what Patriarch was what god. This is 
the journey the author took. He has given me information that I can use to 
fill in the historical gap from the Flood to about 2000 B.C. in a Biblically 
oriented chronological chart I have been working on for over 6 years now. 
Bravo and thank you Mr. Marshall!. - By Mark D. Hornbogenon July 18, 
2016. Amazon Books. 
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